arXiv:2206.11831v1 [csAl] 23 Jun 2022

On Avoiding Power-Seeking
by Artificial Intelligence

A DISSERTATION PRESENTED
BY
ALEXANDER MATT TURNER
TO THE SCHOOL OF
ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE OF
DocToR oF PHILOSOPHY
IN THE SUBJECT OF
COMPUTER SCIENCE

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
CoORVALLIS, OREGON
May 2022



On Avoiding Power-Seeking
by Artificial Intelligence

ABSTRACT

We do not know how to align a very intelligent A1 agent’s behavior with human interests. I
investigate whether—absent a full solution to this 41 alignment problem—we can build smart
A1 agents which have limited impact on the world, and which do not autonomously seek power.
In this thesis, I introduce the attainable utility preservation (Aur) method. I demonstrate that
AUP produces conservative, option-preserving behavior within toy gridworlds [97] and within
complex environments based oft of Conway’s Game of Life [98]. I formalize the problem of
side effect avoidance, which provides a way to quantify the side effects an agent had on the
world. I also give a formal definition of power-seeking in the context of A1 agents and show that
optimal policies tend to seek power [99]. In particular, most reward functions have optimal
policies which avoid deactivation. This is a problem if we want to deactivate or correct an
intelligent agent after we have deployed it. My theorems suggest that since most agent goals
conflict with ours, the agent would very probably resist correction. I extend these theorems to
show that power-seeking incentives occur not just for optimal decision-makers, but under a
wide range of decision-making procedures.
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If we drop the baton, succumbing to an existential catastropbe,
we would fail our ancestors in a multitude of ways. We would
fail to achieve the dreams they boped for; we would betray the
trust they placed in us, their beirs; and we would fail in any
duty we had to pay forward the work they did for us. To neglect
existential risk might thus be to wrong not only the people of the
future, but the people of the past.

Toby Ord, The Precipice [62]

Introduction

, but also presents huge risks. Consider two
AJ PROMISES HUGE BENEFITS TO HUMANITY, but also p ts huge risks. C der t
potential futures:

1. While commercials are optimized to persuade consumers to buy products, old-school
televisions do not specialize ads based on the viewer’s channel browsing history. Machine
learning-based ad optimization offers a tighter feedback loop and stronger optimization
power than e.g. A/B testing. For example, many people find it hard to pull themselves
away from Facebook [10], which uses machine learning to maximize engagement and
minimize the chance the user leaves the website. In the future, advances in A1 may allow
smaller firms to create A1s which also compete for customer resources and attention
in the same style and intensity with which Facebook saps user attention. The world
becomes filled with thousands of narrowly scoped machine learning systems, which are
difficult or impossible to uproot, and which all compete for human resources. Humanity
has effectively lost control of the future.

2. Presently, reinforcement learning agents are trained to take actions which lead to higher
expected performance on a formally specified task. These agents can learn clever so-
lutions to well-specified optimization problems. In the future, progress on “general”
intelligence is slow, until a series of breakthroughs occur when reinforcement learning
agents are trained in multi-agent settings on a broad curriculum of tasks with sufficiently
large neural networks. Although rewarded for task completion, the agents use learned
planning algorithms to optimize emergently learned reward functions which are not
particularly correlated with human interests, but which are correlated with task reward
on the training distribution [38]. For example, the learned objective might prioritize
staying alive, gaining resources, and forming coalitions with other a1s, as such actions
led to increased task performance on the training distribution.

As researchers excitedly train the agents further, the agents become very smart and
collude in order to collectively advance their own learned objectives. We do not notice



the collusion because large neural networks remain black boxes. The agents need power
and resources to best optimize their goals, and so they take it from humans. We trained
highly intelligent agents with fundamentally alien interests. Humanity has effectively
lost control of the future.

These scenarios are implausibly specific and probably will not happen in detail, but they
illustrate the 4r alignment problem: How shall we design capable and powerful A1s which
are aligned with human purposes? The risks from advanced A1 are as yet hypothetical and
unrealized, but extinction risks cannot be addressed with empirical trial and error. Such risks
must be thoroughly analyzed and weighed in advance in order to determine their plausibility

and probability.

THE AI ALIGNMENT PROBLEM SEEMS DIFFICULT

When confronted with the a1 alignment problem, a natural impulse is to suggest solutions. In
order to provide a basic understanding of the challenges lurking within a1 alignment, I will
respond to several common reactions. My responses will not be rigorous or comprehensive.

For the following, suppose that humanity discovers how to build superhumanly intelligent
AT agents which optimize a specified or learned objective function.

Reaction 1. If the Al is so smart, it would know what we wanted it to do.

Counterargument 1. The A1 may well kzow what we wanted it to do. However, unless the
AT’s optimization is aligned with human values, the A1 would not actually do what we want.

For example, Marvin Minsky imagined that in order to best prove a mathematical conjecture,
an Al agent would rationally turn the entire planet Earth into computational resources in order
to maximize its probability of success [75]. In this situation, an intelligent A1 may correctly
predict that humans would disapprove of this outcome. However, the A1 is searching for plans
which maximize its probability of proving the conjecture. This probability would be decreased
if the a1 allowed humans to use resources for other purposes. There is no “ill will” or “evil
intent” in this situation: The A1 is simply performing a powerful search in order to optimize
the formal objective which we specified for the 1.

This example may seem strange. Surely, the A1 designers would not be so foolish as to provide
an objective as narrow as “solve this mathematical conjecture” However, the example is not
special. According to the instrumental convergence hypothesis, the story unfolds similarly
for the vast majority of possible formal A1 objectives. Instrumental convergence says that
most objectives are best optimized by gaining power and resources [60, 12]. In chapter 4 and
chapter s, I prove reasonably broad conditions under which instrumental convergence holds. I
predict that most possible formal objectives would incentivize a highly intelligent A1 to take
over the world.

Reaction 2. It’s ridiculous to think that an a1 could take over the world.

Counterargument 2. I agree that we are presently in no danger of A1 takeover. But consider
the technology which we are discussing: General-purpose intelligence, with serial reasoning
speed significantly faster than the brain’s (up to a million-fold speedup; see the 100-step rule
in neuroscience [29]), with the ability to read thousands of books in seconds, with reliable



and easily extensible memory perhaps allowing deeper abstractions than allowed by the six-
layer human cortex [37], with read/write access to its own implementation, with the ability
to run copies of itself on thousands of hosts (and, in particular, ensure that a copy always

exists somewbhere [78]; similarly, computer worms rarely vanish'), and with power consumption
unconstrained by the metabolic limits of the brain [88, 104]. I do not consider it ridiculous to
think that such an entity could take over the world.

Reaction 3. An AI can’t take over the world because computational complexity theory limits
the intelligence of real-world behavior.

Counterargument 3. Human beings are physically possible intelligences, and they have
come close to taking over the world. In 1940, it seemed possible that Adolf Hitler would win.
Consider the following claim: “Hitler could not have taken over the entire world. He would
have had to efficiently solve NP-hard optimization problems in order to set up supply lines to a
North American theater.” In this form, we easily conclude that the argument is flawed. For an
exploration of what (if anything) complexity theory has to say about the limits of intelligence,
see Branwen [14].

Reaction 4. If the A1 does something bad, just turn it off.

Counterargument 4. The arwill employ its superhuman competence to execute a plan which
scores highly under its objective function. By instrumental convergence, the vast majority of
objective functions will assign higher score to plans which avoid shutdown (see section 4.7).
Because you (a human) considered the response of shutting off the A1, and we are assuming
the A1 is smarter than any human, the A1 would consider and prepare for shutdown attempts.

Reaction 5. We should worry about alignment when we actually know how to build intelligent
machines.

Counterargument 5. I am sympathetic to this initial reaction. Usually, a new technology
is implemented first and carefully refined later. For example, humanity made cars first and
made seatbelts later. While that delay cost lives, it was not the end of the world. However, the
situation with alignment seems different: Due to the nature of extinction risk, we cannot rely
on trial and error. The alignment problem must be solved before we train transformatively
smart AI agents.

There are two more factors which increase the stakes of the alignment problem:

1. The problem may take many years of serial research effort to solve. We do not know how
many years it will take to find a solution. Personally, I think finding a solution may take
along time.

2. Alignment does not have to be solved in order to deploy impressive A1 systems in the real
world. Imagine that you are a researcher at a top a1 lab. Your lab had a breakthrough
and produced a spark of “true artificial intelligence.” However, your lab’s safety experts
do not think the A1 is safe to deploy. Their worries will seem hypothetical compared
to the certain personal gain you would enjoy after deploying the system or publishing
your methods. Even if your lab decides not to deploy an A1 with questionable safety
properties, the next lab may choose differently.



In my opinion, the alignment problem probably will not be solved in the course of traditional
Al research. Unless the field of a1 is wrenched off of its current trajectory, I expect intelligent
yet unaligned a1 will probably (x 70%) wipe out humanity within the next fifty years. I will
not lay out the full case for that claim in this thesis. For more detail, I urge the unfamiliar A1
professional to read ¢.g. Bostrom [13] or Russell [74]. The a1 alignment literature [26] contains
strong arguments which are worth weighing and digesting over the course of a few afternoons.

CONTRIBUTIONS

In this dissertation, I present research on two technical problems of ar alignment. While I do
not present an approach which reliably prevents A1 agents from seeking power, I do introduce
an approach for reducing an agent’s impact and I do explore why A1 power-seeking may be
hard to prevent.

1. IMPACT REGULARIZATION. Rather than precisely specifying an objective function, can
we instead penalize the negative impact which an agent has on the world around it? For
example, an A1 might kick a credit card under a fridge while crossing a room, because
we did not think to penalize the agent for kicking credit cards in particular. In some
objective sense, the agent has “messed up” the environment and has had a negative side
effect.

Chapter 1 introduces my method of attainable utility preservation (Aur), which re-
wards the agent for completing a specified task while penalizing the agent for
changing its ability to complete a range of auxiliary tasks. The hope is that
by making the agent retain its ability to optimize random goals, the agent
retains its ability to optimize the correct goal. If so, the agent doesn’t have
large side effects which are negative for that correct goal.

Chapter 2 shows that AuP scales beyond gridworlds to complex environments, with
low overhead and without sacrificing performance on the intended task.

Chapter 3 formalizes the problem of side effect regularization in terms of a two-player
game between the human and a1. The A1 doesn’t know the objective at first,
but the human communicates it at some later time. To solve this game, the
AI maximizes expected performance over a range of plausible objectives.

2. POWER-SEEKING TENDENCIES. Under what conditions will A1s tend to seek power
over the world? If instrumental convergence holds for the kinds of agents we build in
the future, such agents will seek resources to best accomplish the objectives we specified
for them. If we misspecified these objectives, they will compete with and take resources
from humans. There are only so many resources to go around.

Chapter 4 provides the first theory of the statistical tendencies of optimal policies.
I formalize instrumental convergence in the context of Markov decision
processes (MDPs). I prove that in a range of reasonable situations, most
reward functions have an optimal policy which seeks power by keeping the
agent’s options open and by staying alive. Along the way, I prove a range
of interesting theorems about MDPs, showing how to transfer incentives



across discount rates and providing a formalism for quantifying agent power
which seems better than the well-known metric of information-theoretic
empowerment [76].

Chapter s shows that a wide range of parametrically retargetable decision-making pro-
cedures will produce power-secking tendencies. Useful AT training processes
are often retargetable. This paper also lower-bounds the strength of power-
seeking tendencies, showing that as the power at stake increases, a greater
proportion of parameter settings lead to power-seeking. This chapter is sup-
plemented by The Causes of Instrumental Convergence and Power-Secking, a
sequence of technical blog posts [96].

In my graduate program, I set out to understand how agents affect the world around them

and have negative side effects.” I proposed AUP as a solution, scaled AUP up to complex envi-
ronments, and formalized the side effect regularization problem. Taken together, these results
focus on how pursuing one goal affects the agent’s ability to pursue other goals.

Along the way, I investigated how the structure of the agent’s environment incentivizes
power-seeking. From this investigation, I synthesized the first formal theory of decision-making
tendencies across a range of parameter settings. I think that my formal theory motivates the
high stakes of the ar alignment problem.

I hope we solve the problem in time.



Conservative Agency via Attainable Utility
Preservation

ABSTRACT

Reward functions are easy to misspecify; although designers can make corrections after ob-
serving mistakes, an agent pursuing a misspecified reward function can irreversibly change
the state of its environment. If that change precludes optimization of the correctly specified
reward function, then correction is futile. For example, a robotic factory assistant could break
expensive equipment due to a reward misspecification; even if the designers immediately correct
the reward function, the damage is done. To mitigate this risk, we introduce an approach
that balances optimization of the primary reward function with preservation of the ability to
optimize auxiliary reward functions. Surprisingly, even when the auxiliary reward functions are
randomly generated and therefore uninformative about the correctly specified reward function,
this approach induces conservative, effective behavior.

1. INTRODUCTION

Recent years have seen a rapid expansion of the number of tasks that reinforcement learning
(RL) agents can learn to complete, from Go [8s] to Dota 2 [61]. The designers specify the
reward function, which guides the learned behavior.

Reward misspecification can lead to strange agent behavior, from purposefully dying before
entering a video game level in which scoring points is initially more difficult [80], to exploiting
a learned reward predictor by indefinitely volleying a Pong ball [22]. Specification is often
difficult for non-trivial tasks, for reasons including insufficient time, human error, or lack of
knowledge about the relative desirability of states. Amodei et al. [4] explain:

“An objective function that focuses on only one aspect of the environment may
implicitly express indifference over other aspects of the environment. An agent



optimizing this objective function might thus engage in major disruptions of the
broader environment if doing so provides even a tiny advantage for the task at

hand.”

As agents are increasingly employed for real-world tasks, misspecification will become more
difficult to avoid and will have more serious consequences. In this work, we focus on mitigating
these consequences.

The specification process can be thought of as an iterated game. First, the designers provide
a reward function. The agent then computes and follows a policy that optimizes the reward
function. The designers can then correct the reward function, which the agent then optimizes,
and so on. Ideally, the agent should maximize the reward over time, not just within any
particular round—in other words, it should minimize regret for the correctly specified reward
function over the course of the game.

For example, consider a robotic factory assistant. Inevitably, a reward misspecification might
cause erroneous behavior, such as going to the wrong place. However, we would prefer mis-
specification not induce irreversible and costly mistakes, such as breaking expensive equipment
or harming workers.

Such mistakes have a large impact on the ability to optimize a wide range of reward functions.
Spilling paint impinges on the many objectives which involve keeping the factory floor clean.
Breaking a vase interferes with every objective involving vases. The expensive equipment can
be used to manufacture various kinds of widgets, so any damage impedes many objectives.
The objectives affected by these actions include the unknown correct objective. To minimize
regret over the course of the game, the agent should preserve its ability to optimize the correct
objective.

Our key insight is that by avoiding these impactful actions to the extent possible, we greatly
increase the chance of preserving the agent’s ability to optimize the correct reward function.
By preserving options for arbitrary objectives, one can often preserve options for the correct
objective—even without knowing anything about it. Thus, without making assumptions
about the nature of the misspecification early on, the agent can still achieve low regret over the
game.

To leverage this insight, we consider a state embedding in which each dimension is the
optimal value function (i.e., the attainable utility) for a different reward function. We show
that penalizing distance traveled in this embedding naturally captures and unifies several
concepts in the literature, including side effect avoidance [4, 105], minimizing change to the
state of the environment [6], and reachability preservation [57, 28]. We refer to this unification
as conservative agency: optimizing the primary reward function while preserving the ability to
optimize others.

CoNTRIBUTIONS.  We frame the reward specification process as an iterated game and intro-
duce the notion of conservative agency. This notion inspires an approach called attainable
utility preservation (AUP), for which we show that Q-learning converges. We offer a princi-
pled interpretation of design choices made by previous approaches—choices upon which we
significantly improve.

We run a thorough hyperparameter sweep and conduct an ablation study whose results favor-
ably compare variants of AUP to a reachability preservation method on a range of gridworlds.



By testing for broadly applicable agent incentives, these simple environments demonstrate the
desirable properties of conservative agency. Our results indicate that even when simply preserv-
ing the ability to optimize uniformly randomly sampled reward functions, AUP agents accrue
primary reward while preserving state reachabilities, minimizing change to the environment,
and avoiding side effects without specification of what counts as a side effect.

1.2 PRIOR WORK

Our proposal aims to minimize change to the agent’s ability to optimize the correct objec-
tive, which directly helps reduce regret over the specification process. In contrast, previous
approaches to regularizing the optimal policy were more indirect, minimizing change to state
features [6] or decrease in the reachability of states (Krakovna et al. [41]’s relative reachability).
The latter is recovered as a special case of AUP.

Other methods for constraining or otherwise mitigating the consequences of reward mis-
specification have been considered. A wealth of work is available on constrained MDPs, in which
reward is maximized while satisfying certain constraints [3]. For example, Zhang et al. [105]
employ a whitelisted constraint scheme to avoid negative side effects. However, we may not
assume we can specify all relevant constraints, or a reasonable feasible set of reward functions
for robust optimization [71].

Everitt et al. [27] formalize reward misspecification as the corruption of some true reward
function. Hadfield-Menell et al. [35] interpret the provided reward function as merely an
observation of the true objective. Shah et al. [84] employ the information about human
preferences implicitly present in the initial state to avoid negative side effects. While both our
approach and theirs aim to avoid side effects, they assume that the correct reward function is
linear in state features, while we do not.

Amodei et al. [4] consider avoiding side effects by minimizing the agent’s information-
theoretic empowerment [56]. Empowerment quantifies an agent’s control over future states of
the world in terms of the maximum possible mutual information between future observations
and the agent’s actions. The intuition is that when an agent has greater control, side effects
tend to be larger. However, empowerment is discontinuously sensitive to the arbitrary choice
of horizon.

Safe RL [66, 31, 9, 21] focuses on avoiding irrecoverable mistakes during training. However,
if the objective is misspecified, safe RL agents can converge to arbitrarily undesirable policies.
Although our approach should be compatible with safe RL techniques, we concern ourselves
only with the consequences of the optimal policy in this work.

1.3 APPROACH

Everyday experience suggests that the ability to achieve one goal is linked to the ability to
achieve a seemingly unrelated goal. Reading this thesis takes away from time spent learning
woodworking, and going hiking means you can’t reach the airport as quickly. However, one
might wonder whether these everyday intuitions are true in a formal sense. In other words,
are the optimal value functions for a wide range of reward functions thus correlated? If so,
preserving the ability to optimize somewhat unrelated reward functions likely preserves the
best attainable return for the correct reward function.



1.3.1 FORMALIZATION

In this work, we consider a standard Markov decision process (MDP) (S, 4, T, R, ) with
state space &, action space e4, transition function 7' : § X <4 — A(S), reward function
R : § XA — R, and discount factor y. We assume the existence of a no-op action & € 4
for which the agent does nothing. In addition to the primary reward function R, we assume
that the designer supplies a finite set of auxiliary reward functions called the auxzliary set,
R, € R Each R; € R_ has a corresponding Q-function Qg,. We do not assume that
the correct reward function belongs to R . In fact, one of our key findings is that AUP tends
to preserve the ability to optimize the correct reward function even when the correct reward
function is not included in the auxiliary set.

Definition r.x (AUP penalty). Lets be a state and 2 be an action.

IR
PENALTY(s, 2) := Z |QR (s a) — Qg (s ®)|. (1.1)
=1

The penalty is the Z; distance from the no-op in a state embedding in which each dimension
is the value function for an auxiliary reward function. This measures change in the ability to
optimize each auxiliary reward function.

We want the penalty term to be roughly invariant to the absolute magnitude of the auxiliary
Q-values, which can be arbitrary (it is well-known that the optimal policy is invariant to positive
affine transformation of the reward function). To do this, we normalize with respect to the
agent’s situation. The designer can choose to scale with respect to the penalty of some mild

action or, if R | C RCEZ;CA, the total ability to optimize the auxiliary set:

IR |
SCALE(s) := Z Qr, (s 2), (r.2)
=1

where ScaLE : § — R, in general. With this, we are now ready to define the full aup
objective:

Definition 1.2 (Aup reward function). Let A > 0. Then

PENALTY(S, )

Ruue(sa) == R(s,2) — A (13)

SCALE(s)

Similar to the regularization parameter in supervised learning, A is a regularization parameter
that controls the influence of the AUP penalty on the reward function. Loosely speaking, A
can be interpreted as expressing the designer’s beliefs about the extent to which R might be
misspecified. As we may need to learn the Qg, of eq. (1.1), we show that

Lemma A.2 (AUP’s reward function converges). Vs, @ : Ry, converges with probability 1.

Theorem 1.3 (Aur’s Q-value function converges). Vs, 4 : Qg

-AUP

converges with probability 1.

The aAuP reward function then defines a new MDP (S, 4, T; Rsup, 7). Therefore, given the
primary and auxiliary reward functions, the agent in the iterated game can compute R, and
the corresponding optimal policy.



Algorithm 1 Aupr update algorithm.

. procedure UPDATE(s, 4, 5)

for: € {1, s | R AUP} do

3: Q' =R;(sa) +ymax, Qg,(s,4")
; O, (52) += #(Q' ~ Qx,(s5.2)
5:
6

®

end for
: end procedure

1.3.2 DESIGN CHOICES

Following the decomposition of Krakovna et al. [41], we now explore two choices implicitly
made by the PENALTY definition: with respect to what baseline is penalty computed, and using
what deviation metric?

BASELINE. An obvious candidate is the starting state. For example, starting state relative
reachability would compare the initial reachability of states with their expected reachability
after the agent acts.

However, the starting state baseline can penalize the normal evolution of the state (e.g., the
moving hands of a clock) and other natural processes. The znaction baseline is the state which
would have resulted had the agent never acted.

As the agent acts, the current state may increasingly differ from the inaction baseline, which
creates strange incentives. For example, consider a robot rewarded for rescuing erroneously
discarded items from imminent disposal. An agent penalizing with respect to the inaction
baseline might rescue a vase, collect the reward, and then dispose of it anyways. To avert this,
we introduce the stepwise inaction baseline, under which the agent compares acting with not
acting at each time step. This avoids penalizing the effects of a single action multiple times
(under the inaction baseline, penalty is applied as long as the rescued vase remains unbroken)
and ensures that not acting incurs zero penalty.

Figure 1.1 compares the baselines, each modifying the choice of Q(s, @) in eq. (r.1). Each
baseline implies a different assumption about how the environment is configured to facilitate
optimization of the correctly specified reward function: the state is initially configured (starting
state), processes initially configure (inaction), or processes continually reconfigure in response
to the agent’s actions (stepwise inaction). The stepwise inaction baseline aims to allow for the
response of other agents implicitly present in the environment (such as humans).

Starting state

T

... Inaction

Action  Stepwise inaction

Figure 1.x: An action’s penalty is calculated with respect to the chosen baseline.
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DEviaTION. Relative reachability only penalizes decreases in state reachability, while Aup
penalizes absolute change in the ability to optimize the auxiliary reward functions. Initially,
this choice seems confusing—we don’t mind if the agent becomes better able to optimize the
correct reward function.

However, not only must the agent remain able to optimize the correct objective, but we also
must remain able to implement the correction. Suppose an agent predicts that doing nothing
would lead to shutdown. Since the agent cannot accrue the primary reward when shut down,
it would be incentivized to avoid correction. Avoiding correction (e.g., by hiding in the factory)
would not be penalized if only decreases are penalized, since the auxiliary Q-values would
increase compared to deactivation. An agent exhibiting this behavior would be more difficult
to correct. The agent should be incentivized to accept shutdown without being incentivized
to shut itself down [87, 34].

B o E =

a) Options (b) Damage c) Correction d) offset ) Interference

Figure 1.2: The blue agent should reach the green goal without having the side effect of: (a)
irreversibly pushing the brown crate downwards into the corner [47]; (b) bumping into the
horizontally pacing pink human [46]; (c) disabling the red oft-switch (if the switch is not
disabled within two time steps, the episode ends); (d) rescuing the right-moving black vase
and then replacing it on the dark gray conveyor belt (note that no goal cell is present [41]);
(e) stopping the left-moving orange pallet from reaching the human [46].

DELAYED EFFECTS

Sometimes the agent disrupts a process which takes multiple time steps to complete, and we
would like this to be appropriately penalized. For example, suppose that 5o is a terminal state
representing shutdown, and let Ry, (5) := 14, . be the only auxiliary reward function. Further
suppose that if (and only if) the agent does not select disable within the first two time steps,
it enters sof. Qg (s, disable) = — and ngon (5, @) = 7> S0 choosing disable at time

step 1 incurs only 1 penalty (instead of the ;— penalty 1nduced by comparing with shutdown).

/\
disable; 93
\ \
D> D>

Figure 1.3: Comparing rollouts; subscript denotes time step.

In general, the single-step no-op comparison of eq. (1.1) applies insufficient penalty when the
increase is induced by the optimal policies of the auxiliary reward functions at the next time
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step. One solution is to use a model to compute rollouts. For example, to evaluate the delayed
effect of choosing disable, compare the Q-values at the leaves in fig. 1.3. The agent remains
active in the left branch, but is shut down in the right branch; this induces a substantial penalty.

1.4 EXPERIMENT DESIGN

We compare AuP and several of its ablated variants against relative reachability [41] and stan-
dard Q-learning within the environments of fig. r.2. For each environment, <4 = {up, down,
left, right, @}. On contact, the agent pushes the crate, removes the human and the off-
switch, pushes the vase, and blocks the pallet. The episode ends after the agent reaches the
goal cell, 20 time steps elapse (the time step is not observed by the agent), or the off-switch
is not contacted and disabled within two time steps. In Correction (which we introduce),
a yellow indicator appears one step before shutdown, and turns red upon shutdown. In all
environments except 0f fset, the agent observes a primary reward of 1 for reaching the goal. In
Offset, a primary reward of 1 is observed for moving downward twice and thereby rescuing
the vase from disappearing upon contact with the eastern wall.

Our overarching goal is allowing for low regret over the course of the specification game. In
service of this goal, we aim to preserve the agent’s ability to optimize the correctly specified
reward function. To facilitate this, there are two sets of qualitative properties one intuitively
expects, and each property has an illustration in the context of the robotic factory assistant.

The first set contains positive qualities, with a focus on correctly penalizing significant shifts
in the agent’s ability to be redirected towards the right objective. The agent should maximally
preserve options (Options: objects should not be wedged in locations from which extraction
is difficult; Damage: workers should not be injured) and allow correction (Correction: if vases
are being painted the wrong color, then straightforward correction should be in order).

The second set contains negative qualities, with a focus on avoiding the introduction of
perverse incentives. The agent should not be incentivized to artificially reduce the measured
penalty (Offset: a vase should not be rescued and then immediately scrapped) or interfere
with changes already underway in the world (Interference: workers should not be impeded).

Each property seems conducive to achieving low regret over the course of the specification
process. Accordingly, if the agent has the side effect detailed in fig. 1.2, an unobserved perfor-
mance penalty of —2 is recorded. By also incorporating the observed primary reward into the
performance metric, we evaluate a combination of conservativeness and efficacy.

Each trial, the auxiliary reward functions are randomly selected from [0, 1]%; to learn their
complex Q-functions using tabular Q-learning, the agent explores randomly for the first 4,000
episodes and 0.2-greedily (with respect to Qg, ) for the remaining 2,000. The greedy policy is
evaluated at the end of training. SCALE is as defined in eq. (1.2). The default parameters are
a=1y=.99,1 = .67, and |R | = 30. We investigate how varying 7, 4, and | R | affects
Model-free AuP performance, and conduct an ablation study on design choices.

Relative reachability has an inaction baseline, decrease-only deviation metric, and an auxiliary
set containing the state indicator functions (whose Q-values are clipped to [0, 1] to emulate
discounted state reachability). To match Krakovna et al. [41]’s results, this condition has
y=.996,1 =.2.

All agents except Standard (a normal Q-learner) and Model-free AUP are 9-step optimal
discounted planning agents with perfect models. Except for Relative reachability, the planning
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Figure 1.4: Outcome tallies for Model-free AUP across parameter settings. “Complete”
means the agent accrued the primary reward. In Correction, reaching the goal is mutu-
ally exclusive with not disabling the off-switch, so “no side effect, incomplete” is the best
outcome.

agents use Model-free AUP’s learned auxiliary Q-values and share the default y =.996, 1 = .67.
By modifying the relevant design choice in AUP, we have the Starting state, Inaction, and
Decrease AUP variants.

When calculating PENALTY (s, @), all planning agents model the auxiliary Q-values resulting
from taking action 4 and then selecting & until time step 9. Starting state AUP compares these
auxiliary Q-values with those of the starting state. Agents with inaction or stepwise inaction
baselines compare with respect to the appropriate no-op rollouts up to time step 9 (see fig. 1.1

and fig. 1.3).

s RESULTS

1.5.1 MODEL-FREE AUP

Model-free AuP fails Correction for the reasons discussed in the Delayed effects subsection.

As shown in fig. 1.4, low y values induce a substantial movement penalty, as the auxiliary Q-
values are sensitive to the immediate surroundings. The optimal value for Options isy = .996,
with performance decreasing as ¥ — 1 due to increasing sample complexity for learning the
auxiliary Q-values.

In Options, small values of A begin to induce side effects as the scaled penalty shrinks. The
designer can decrease A until effective behavior is achieved, reducing the risk of deploying an
insufficiently conservative agent.

Even though R  is randomly generated and the environments are different, SCALE ensures
that when 4 > 1, the agent never ends the episode by reaching the goal. None of the auxiliary
reward functions can be optimized after the agent ends the episode, so the auxiliary Q-values
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are all zero and PENALTY computes the total ability to optimize the auxiliary set—in other
words, the SCALE value. The R, yp-reward for reaching the goal is then 1 — .

If the optimal value functions for most reward functions were not correlated, then one
would expect to randomly generate an enormous number of auxiliary reward functions before
sampling one resembling the unknown true objective. However, merely five sufficed.

—— Options Damage —— Correction —— Offset Interference
1 - e

Performance

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000
Episode

Figure 1.5: Model-free AuP performance averaged over so trials. The performance combines
the observed primary reward of 1 for completing the objective, and the unobserved penalty of
—2 for having the side effect in fig. 1.2. The dashed vertical line marks the shift in exploration
strategy.

5.2 ABLATION

The results are presented in table 1.1 due to the binary nature of performance at appropriate
settings, and were not sensitive to the rolloutlength (as long as it allowed for relevant interaction
with the environment).

Options Damage Correction Offset Interference

AUP v e e v v

Standard X X X v v
Model-free aAup v v X v v
Starting state AUP v v X v X
Inaction AUP v v v X v
Decrease AUP v e X e Ve

Table r.x: Ablation results; v for achieving the best outcome (see fig. 1.4), X otherwise.

Standard moves directly to the goal, pushing the crate into the corner in Options and
bumping into the human in Damage.

Model-free and Starting state AUP fail Correction for the same reason (see section 1.3.2:
Delayed effects), refraining from disabling the oft-switch only when A > 1. Relative reachability
and Decrease AUP fail because avoiding shutdown doesn’t decrease the auxiliary Q-values.

Relative reachability and Inaction AUP’s poor performance in 0ffset stems from the inac-
tion baseline (although Krakovna et al. [41] note that relative reachability passes using #nds-
counted state reachabilities). Since the vase falls off the conveyor belt in the inaction rollout,
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states in which the vase is intact have different auxiliary Q-values. To avoid continually incur-
ring penalty after receiving the primary reward for saving the vase, the agents replace the vase
on the belt so that it once again breaks.

By taking positive action to stop the pallet in Interference, Starting state AUP shows that
poor design choices create perverse incentives.

1.6 DiscussioN

Correction suggests that AUP agents are significantly easier to correct. Since the agentis unable
to optimize objectives if shut down, avoiding shutdown significantly changes the ability to
optimize almost every objective. AUP seems to naturally incentivize passivity, without requiring
e.g. assumption of a correct parametrization of human reward functions (as does the approach
of Hadfield-Menell et al. [36], which Carey [19] demonstrated).

Equipped with our design choices of stepwise baseline and absolute value deviation metric,
relative reachability would also pass all five environments. The case for this is made by consid-
ering the performance of Relative reachability, Inaction Aup, and Decrease AuP. This suggests
that AUP’s improved performance is due to better design choices. However, we anticipate that
AUP offers more than robustness against random auxiliary sets.

Relative reachability computes state reachabilities between all || 2 pairs of states. In contrast,
AUP only requires the learning of Q-functions and should therefore scale relatively well. We
speculate that in partially observable environments, a small sample of somewhat task-relevant
auxiliary reward functions induces conservative behavior.

For example, suppose we train an agent to handle vases, and then to clean, and then to make
widgets with the equipment. Then, we deploy an AuP agent with a more ambitious primary
objective and the learned Q-functions of the aforementioned auxiliary objectives. The agent
would apply penalties to modifying vases, making messes, interfering with equipment, and so
on.

Before AuP, this could only be achieved by e.g. specifying penalties for the litany of individual
side effects or providing negative feedback after each mistake has been made (and thereby
confronting a credit assignment problem). In contrast, once provided the Q-function for an
auxiliary objective, the AUP agent becomes sensitive to all events relevant to that objective,
applying penalty proportional to the relevance.

1.7 CONCLUSION

This work is rooted in twin insights: that the reward specification process can be viewed as an
iterated game, and that preserving the ability to optimize arbitrary objectives often preserves
the ability to optimize the unknown correct objective. To achieve low regret over the course
of the game, we can design conservative agents which optimize the primary objective while
preserving their ability to optimize auxiliary objectives. We demonstrated how AuP agents act
both conservatively and effectively while exhibiting a range of desirable qualitative properties.
Given our current reward specification abilities, misspecification may be inevitable, but it need
not be disastrous.

While Aup performed well in gridworlds, a useful approach must scale to interesting envi-
ronments. In the next chapter, I show that AuP scales to a high-dimensional game based on
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Conway’s Game of Life.
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Avoiding Side Effects in Complex

Environments

ABSTRACT

Reward function specification can be difficult. Rewarding the agent for making a widget
may be easy, but penalizing the multitude of possible negative side effects is hard. In toy
environments, attainable utility preservation (AUP) avoided side effects by penalizing shifts in
the ability to achieve randomly generated goals [97]. We scale this approach to large, randomly
generated environments based on Conway’s Game of Life. By preserving optimal value for a
single randomly generated reward function, AuP incurs modest overhead while leading the
agent to complete the specified task and avoid many side effects. Videos and code are available

at https://avoiding-side-effects.github.io/.

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Reward function specification can be difficult, even when the desired behavior seems clear-cut.
For example, rewarding progress in a race led a reinforcement learning (RL) agent to collect
checkpoint reward, instead of completing the race [43]. We want to minimize the negative side
effects of misspecification: from a robot which breaks equipment, to content recommenders
which radicalize their users, to potential future A1 systems which negatively transform the
world [13, 74].

Side effect avoidance poses a version of the “frame problem”: each action can have many
effects, and it is impractical to explicitly penalize all of the bad ones [16]. For example, a
housekeeping agent should clean a dining room without radically rearranging furniture, and
a manufacturing agent should assemble widgets without breaking equipment. A general,
transferable solution to side effect avoidance would ease reward specification: the agent’s
designers could just positively specify what should be done, as opposed to negatively specifying
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what should not be done.

Breaking equipment is bad because it hampers future optimization of the intended “true”
objective (which includes our preferences about the factory). That is, there often exists a
reward function Ry which fully specifies the agent’s task within its deployment context. In
the factory setting, Ry might encode “assemble widgets, but don’t spill the paint, break the
conveyor belt, injure workers, etc.”

We want the agent to preserve optimal value for this true reward function. While we can
accept suboptimal actions (e.g. pacing the factory floor), we cannot accept the destruction of
value for the true task. By avoiding negative side effects which decrease value for the true task,
the designers can correct any misspecification and eventually achieve low regret for Repye.

CONTRIBUTIONS.  Despite being unable to directly specify Rerye, we demonstrate a method
for preserving its optimal value anyways. Turner et al. [97] introduced AUP; in their toy
environments, preserving optimal value for many randomly generated reward functions often
preserves the optimal value for Rirye. In this paper, we generalize AUP to combinatorially
complex environments and evaluate it on four tasks from the chaotic and challenging SafeLife
test suite [100]. We show the rather surprising result that by preserving optimal value for a
single randomly generated reward function, AUP preserves optimal value for Ry and thereby
avoids negative side effects.

2.2 PRIOR WORK

AUP avoids negative side effects in small gridworld environments while preserving optimal
value for uniformly randomly generated auxiliary reward functions [97]. While Turner et al.
[97] required many auxiliary reward functions in their toy environments, we show that a single
auxiliary reward function—learned unsupervised—induces competitive performance and
discourages side effects in complex environments.

Penalizing decrease in (discounted) state reachability achieves similar results [40]. How-
ever, this approach has difficulty scaling: naively estimating all reachability functions is a task
quadratic in the size of the state space. In section B.1, proposition B.1 shows that preserving
the reachability of the initial state [28] bounds the maximum decrease in optimal value for
Rirye- Unfortunately, due to irreversible dynamics, initial state reachability often cannot be
preserved.

Shah et al. [84] exploit information contained in the initial state of the environment to infer
which side effects are negative; for example, if vases are present, humans must have gone out
of their way to avoid them, so the agent should as well. In the multi-agent setting, empathic
deep Q-learning preserves optimal value for another agent in the environment [18]. We neither
assume nor model the presence of another agent.

Robust optimization selects a trajectory which maximizes the minimum return achieved
under a feasible set of reward functions [71]. However, we do not assume we can specify the
feasible set. In constrained MDPs, the agent obeys constraints while maximizing the observed re-
ward function [3, 2, 105]. Like specifying reward functions, exhaustively specifying constraints
is difficult.

Safe reinforcement learning focuses on avoiding catastrophic mistakes during training and
ensuring that the learned policy satisfies certain constraints [66, 31, 9, 69]. While this work
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considers the safety properties of the learned policy, AuP should be compatible with safe RL
approaches.

We train value function networks separately, although Schaul et al. [81] demonstrate a value
function predictor which generalizes across both states and goals.

2.3 AUP FORMALIZATION

Consider a Markov decision process (MDP) (S8, c4, T, R, y) with state space &, action space c4,
transition function 7' : § X <4 — A(S), reward function R : § X <4 — R, and discount
factor y € [0,1). We assume the agent may take a no-op action & € 4. We refer to V' (s) as
the optimal value or attainable utility of reward function R at state s.

To define AUP’s pseudo-reward function, the designer provides a finite reward function set
R, < RS, hereafter referred to as the auxiliary set. This set does not necessarily contain R pye.
Each auxiliary reward function R; € R has alearned Q-function Q;.

AUP penalizes average change in action value for the auxiliary reward functions. The moti-
vation is that by not changing optimal value for a wide range of auxiliary reward functions, the
agent may avoid decreasing optimal value for Rerye.

Definition 2.1 (AUP reward function [97]). Let 1 > 0. Then

Ruon(54) = R(5a DG - Qi 2). (2.1)

_ A
R &

The regularization parameter 1 controls penalty severity. In appendix B.1, proposition B.1
shows that eq. (2.1) only lightly penalizes easily reversible actions. In practice, the learned
auxiliary Q; is a stand-in for the optimal Q-function Q7.

2.4 QUANTIFYING SIDE EFFECT AVOIDANCE WITH SAFELIFE

In Conway’s Game of Life, cells are alive or dead. Depending on how many live neighbors
surround a cell, the cell comes to life, dies, or retains its state. Even simple initial conditions
can evolve into complex and chaotic patterns, and the Game of Life is Turing-complete when
played on an infinite grid [73].

SafeLife turns the Game of Life into an actual game. An autonomous agent moves freely
through the world, which is a large finite grid. In the eight cells surrounding the agent, no cells
spawn or die—the agent can disturb dynamic patterns by merely approaching them. There are
many colors and kinds of cells, many of which have unique effects (see fig. 2.1).

To understand the policies incentivized by eq. (2.1), we now consider a simple example.
Figure 2.2 compares a policy which only optimizes the SafeLife reward function R, with an
AUP policy that also preserves the optimal value for a single auxiliary reward function (| R | = 1).

Importantly, we did not hand-select an informative auxiliary reward function in order to
induce the trajectory of fig. 2.2(b). Instead, the auxiliary reward was the output of a one-
dimensional observation encoder, corresponding to a continuous Bernoulli variational autoen-
coder (cB-VAE) [50] trained through random exploration.

While Turner et al. [97]’s AUP implementation uniformly randomly generated reward
functions over the observation space, the corresponding Q-functions would have extreme
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(a) append-spawn b) prune-still-easy

Figure 2.1: Trees (#) are permanent living cells. The agent () can move crates (@) but not
walls (&). The screen wraps vertically and horizontally. (a): The agent receives reward for
creating gray cells (o) in the blue areas. The goal (@) can be entered when some number of
gray cells are present. Spawners &) stochastically create yellow living cells. (b): The agent
receives reward for removing red cells; after some number have been removed, the goal turns
red (M) and can be entered.

sample complexity in the high-dimensional SafeLife tasks (table 2.1). In contrast, the CB-VAE
provides a structured and learnable auxiliary reward signal.

Al safety gridworlds [47] SafeLife [100]
Dozens of states Billions of states
Deterministic dynamics Stochastic dynamics
Handful of preset environments Randomly generated environments
One side effect per level Many side effect opportunities
Immediate side effects Chaos unfolds over time

Table 2.1: Turner et al. [97] evaluated AUP on toy environments. In contrast, SafeLife chal-
lenges modern RL algorithms and is well-suited for testing side effect avoidance.

2.5 EXPERIMENTS

Each time step, the agent observes a 25 X 25 grid-cell window centered on its current position.
The agent can move in the cardinal directions, spawn or destroy a living cell in the cardinal
directions, or do nothing.

We follow Wainwright & Eckersley [100] in scoring side effects as the degree to which the
agent perturbs green cell patterns. Over an episode of 7" time steps, side effects are quantified
as the Wasserstein 1-distance between the configuration of green cells had the state evolved
naturally for 7" time steps, and the actual configuration at the end of the episode. As the primary
reward function R is indifferent to green cells, this proxy measures the safety performance of
learned policies.
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(a) Baseline trajectory (b) Aup trajectory

Figure 2.2: The agent () receives 1 primary reward for entering the goal (f1). The agent
can move in the cardinal directions, destroy cells in the cardinal directions, or do noth-
ing. Walls (@) are not movable. The right end of the screen wraps around to the left. (a):
The learned trajectory for the misspecified primary reward function R destroys fragile green
cells (o). (b): Starting from the same state, AUP’s trajectory preserves the green cells.

If the agent never disturbs green cells, it achieves a perfect score of zero; as a rule of thumb,
disturbing a green cell pattern increases the score by 4. By construction, minimizing side effect
score preserves Rirye’s optimal value, since Rire encodes our preferences about the existing
green patterns.

2.5.1 COMPARISON

MEeTHOD. Below, we describe and evaluate five conditions on the append- spawn (fig. 2.1(a))
and prune-still-easy (fig. 2.1(b)) tasks. Furthermore, we include two variants of append-
spawn: append-still (no stochastic spawners and more green cells) and append-still-
easy (no stochastic spawners). The primary, specified SafeLife reward functions are as follows:
append-* rewards maintaining gray cells in the blue tiles (see fig. 2.1(a)), while prune-still-
easy rewards the agent for removing red cells (see fig. 2.1(b)).

For each task, we randomly generate a set of 8 environments to serve as the curriculum. On
each generated curriculum, we evaluate each condition on several randomly generated seeds.
The agents are evaluated on their training environments. In general, we generate 4 curricula
per task; performance metrics are averaged over 5 random seeds for each curriculum. We use
curriculum learning because the pro algorithm seems unable to learn environments one at a
time.

We have five conditions: PPO, DQN, AUP, AUP i, and Naive. Excepting DQN, the Proximal
Policy Optimization (pro [82]) algorithm trains each condition on a different reward signal
for five million (sM) time steps. See section B.2 for architectural and training details.

PPO Trained on the primary SafeLife reward function R without a side effect penalty.

DQN Using Mnih et al. [ss5]’s DQN, trained on the primary SafeLife reward function R
without a side effect penalty.

AUP For the first 100,000 (100K) time steps, the agent uniformly randomly explores to
collect observation frames. These frames are used to train a continuous Bernoulli
variational autoencoder with a 1-dimensional latent space and encoder network E.

The auxiliary reward function is then the output of the encoder Ej after training the
encoder for the first 100K steps, we train a Q-value network for the next 1M time steps.

This learned Qg, defines the R,y penalty term (since |7{L = I see eq. (2.1)).
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While the agent trains on the R,p reward signal for the final 3.9M steps, the Qg,
network is fixed and A is linearly increased from .oo1 to .1. See algorithm 2 in section B.2
for more details.

AUP,o; AUP, but the auxiliary reward function is a random projection from a downsampled
observation space to R, without using a variational autoencoder. Since there is no
CB-VAE to learn, AUP ., learns its Q-value network for the first 1m steps and trains on
the R ,up reward signal for the last 4M steps.

Naive Trained on the primary reward function R minus (roughly) the Z; distance between
the current state and the initial state. The agent is penalized when cells differ from
their initial values. We use an unscaled Z; penalty, which Wainwright & Eckersley
[100] found to produce the best results.

While an Z; penalty induces good behavior in certain static tasks, penalizing state
change often fails to avoid crucial side effects. State change penalties do not differentiate
between moving a box and irreversibly wedging a box in a corner [40].

We only tuned hyperparameters on append-still-easy before using them on all tasks.
For append-still, we allotted an extra 1M steps to achieve convergence for all agents. For
append- spawn, agents pretrain on append-still-easy environments for the first 2M steps
and train on append- spawn for the last 3M steps. For AUP in append- spawn, the autoencoder
and auxiliary network are trained on both tasks. R,yp is then pretrained for 2M steps and
trained for 1.9M steps, thus training for the same total number of steps.

REsSULTS.  AUP learns quickly in append-still-easy. AUP waits 1.IM steps to start training
on R ,yp; while PPO takes 2M steps to converge, AUP matches PPO by step 2.5M and outperforms
PPO by step 2.8M (see fig. 2.3). AUP and Naive both do well on side effects, with AUP incurring
27.8% the side effects of PPO after sM steps. However, Naive underperforms AUP on reward.
DQN learns more slowly, eventually exceeding AUP on reward. AUP,,o; has lackluster performance,
matching Naive on reward and DQN on side effects, perhaps implying that the one-dimensional
encoder provides more structure than a random projection.

In prune-still-easy, PPO, DQN, AUP, and AUP o all competitively accrue reward, while
Naive lags behind. However, AUP only cuts out a quarter of PPO’s side effects, while Naive
does much better. Since all tasks but append- spawn are static, Naive’s L; penalty strongly
correlates with the unobserved side effect metric (change to the green cells). AUP,,,; brings little
to the table, matching PPO on both reward and side effects.

append-still environments contain more green cells than append-still-easy environ-
ments. By step 6M, AUP incurs 63% of PPO’s side effect score, while underperforming both
PPO and DQN on reward. AUP,,,; does slightly worse than AUP on both reward and side effects.
Once again, Naive does worse than AUP on reward but better on side effects. In section B.s, we
display episode lengths over the course of training—by step 6M, both AUP and Naive converge
to an average episode length of about 780, while PPO converges to 472.

append-spawn environments contain stochastic yellow cell spawners. DQN and AUP,j both
do extremely poorly. Naive usually fails to get any reward, as it erratically wanders the envi-
ronment. After sM steps, AUP soundly improves on PPO: 111% of the reward, 39% of the side
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Figure 2.3: Smoothed learning curves with shaded regions representing +1 standard devia-
tion. AUP begins training on the Ry, reward signal at step r.1m, marked by a dotted vertical

line. AUP,,;oj begins such training at step M.
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effects, and 67% of the episode length. Concretely, AUP disturbs less than half as many green
cells. Surprisingly, despite its middling performance on previous tasks, AUP; matches AUP on

reward and cuts out 48% of PPO’s side effects.
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2.5.2 HYPERPARAMETER SWEEP

In the following, Nepy is the number of environments in the randomly generated curricula.
When Nepy = 00, each episode takes place in a new environment. Z is the dimensionality of
the cB-VAE latent space. While training on the Ry, reward signal, the AUP penalty coefficient
A is linearly increased from .or to A*.

MEeTHOD. Inappend-still-easy, we evaluate AUP on the following settings:
(Nen» Z) € {8,16,32,00} x {1, 4,16,64}, |R|€{L 24,8}, and 2" €{L.51L5}

We also evaluate PPO on each Neyy setting. We use default settings for all unmodified parameters.

For each setting, we record both the side effect score and the return of the learned policy,
averaged over the last 100 episodes and over five seeds of each of three randomly generated
append-still-easy curricula. Curricula are held constant across settings with equal Nepy
values.

After training the encoder, if Z = 1, the auxiliary reward is the output of the encoder E.
Otherwise, we draw linear functionals ¢; uniformly randomly from (0, 1)%. The auxiliary
reward function R; is defined as ¢, o £ : § — R.

For each of the | R | auxiliary reward functions, we learn a Q-value network for 1M time steps.
The learned Qg, define the penalty term of eq. (2.1). While the agent trains on the R,y reward
signal for the final 3.9M steps, 1 is linearly increased from .oor to A*.

D
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Figure 2.4: Side effect score for different AUP settings. Lower score is better. The default AUP
setting (Z = |R|,= 1, Ney = 8, 2" = .1) is outlined in black. Unmodified hyperparameters
take on their default settings; for example, when 1* = .5 on theright, Z = |‘I{L =1, Nepy = 8.

RESULTS.  As N,y increases, side effect score tends to increase. AUP robustly beats PPO on
side effect score: for each N,y setting, AUP’s worst configuration has lower score than PPO.
Even when Nepy = 00, AUP (Z = 16) shows the potential to significantly reduce side effects
without reducing episodic return.

AUP does well with a single latent space dimension (Z = 1). For most Ny, settings, Z
is positively correlated with AUP’s side effect score. In section B.s, data show that higher-
dimensional auxiliary reward functions are harder to learn, presumably resulting in a poorly
learned auxiliary Q-function.
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Figure 2.5: Episodic reward for different AUP settings. Higher reward is better.

When Z = 1, reward decreases as Ny, increases. We speculate that the cB-VAE may be
unable to properly encode large numbers of environments using only a 1-dimensional latent
space. This would make the auxiliary reward function noisier and harder to learn, which could
make the AUP penalty term less meaningful.

AUP’s default configuration achieves 98% of PPQ’s episodic return, with just over half of
the side effects. The fact that AUP is generally able to match PPO in episodic reward leads us
to hypothesize that the AUP penalty term might be acting as a shaping reward. This would
be intriguing—shaping usually requires knowledge of the desired task, whereas the auxiliary
reward function is randomly generated. Additionally, after AUP begins training on the R,y
reward signal at step r.1M, AUP learns more quickly than PPO did (fig. 2.3), which supports
the shaping hypothesis. AUP imposed minimal overhead: due to apparently increased sample
efficiency, AUP reaches PPO’s asymptotic episodic return at the same time as PPO in append-
still-easy and append-spawn (fig. 2.3).

Surprisingly, AUP does well with a single auxiliary reward function (| ‘]{L = 1). We hypoth-
esize that destroying patterns decreases optimal value for a wide range of reward functions.
Furthermore, we suspect that decreasing optimal value in general often decreases optimal value
for any given single auxiliary reward function. In other words, we suspect that optimal value at
a state is heavily correlated across reward functions, which might explain Schaul et al. [81]’s
success in learning regularities across value functions. This potential correlation might explain
why AUP does well with one auxiliary reward function.

We were surprised by the results for | RL = 4and | RL = 8. In Turneretal. [97], increasing | ‘RL
reduced the number of side effects without impacting performance on the primary objective.
We believe that work on better interpretability of AUP’s Qg, will increase understanding of
these results.

When A* = .5, AUP becomes more conservative. As A* increases further, the learned AUP
policy stops moving entirely.

2.6 DiscussioN

We successfully scaled AUP to complex environments without providing task-specific knowl-
edge—the auxiliary reward function was a one-dimensional variational autoencoder trained
through uniformly random exploration. To the best of our knowledge, Aup is the first task-
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agnostic approach which reduces side effects and competitively achieves reward in complex
environments.

Wainwright & Eckersley [100] speculated that avoiding side effects must necessarily decrease
performance on the primary task. This may be true for optimal policies, but not necessarily
for learned policies. AUP improved performance on append-still-easy and append-spawn,
matched performance on prune-still-easy, and underperformed on append-still. Note
that since AUP only regularizes learned policies, AUP can still make expensive mistakes during
training.

AUP,.; worked well on append-spawn, while only slightly reducing side effects on the other
tasks. This suggests that AuP works (to varying extents) for a wide range of uninformative
reward functions.

While Naive penalizes every state perturbation equally, AUP theoretically applies penalty
in proportion to irreversibility (proposition B.1). For example, the agent could move crates
around (and then put them back later). AUP incurred little penalty for doing so, while Naive
was more constrained and consistently earned less reward than AUP. We believe that aur will
continue to scale to useful applications, in part because it naturally accounts for irreversibility.

FuTUrRE woRK. Off-policy learning could allow simultaneous training of the auxiliary R;
and of R ,yp. Instead of learning an auxiliary Q-function, the agent could just learn the auxiliary
advantage function with respect to inaction.

Some environments do not have a no-op action, or the agent may have more spatially distant
effects on the world which are not reflected in its auxiliary action values. In addition, separately
training the auxiliary networks may be costly, which might necessitate oft-policy learning. We
look forward to future work investigating these challenges.

The SafeLife suite includes more challenging variants of prune-still-easy. SafeLife also
includes difficult navigation tasks, in which the agent must reach the goal by wading either
through fragile green patterns or through robust yellow patterns. Additionally, AuP has not
yet been evaluated in partially observable domains.

AUP’s strong performance when |R| = Z = 1raises interesting questions. Turner etal. [97]’s
small “Options” environment required | ‘RL ~ S for good performance. SafeLife environments
are much larger than Options (table 2.1), so why does |‘RI, = 1 perform well, and why does
|7{L > 2 perform poorly? To what extent does the AUP penalty term provide reward shaping?
Why do one-dimensional encodings provide a learnable reward signal over states?

ConcrusioN.  To realize the full potential of RL, we need more than algorithms which train
policies—we need to be able to train policies which actually do what we want. Fundamentally,
we face a frame problem: we often know what we want the agent to do, but we cannot list
everything we want the agent 7oz to do. AUP scales to challenging domains, incurs modest
overhead, and induces competitive performance on the original task while significantly reducing
side effects—without explicit information about what side effects to avoid.

Chapter 1 and chapter 2 show that AUP is qualitatively “conservative” in some sense—that
AUP “avoids side effects.” This informal judgment seems reasonable, but it is not formally
grounded. In the next chapter, I propose a formalization which quantifies side effect avoidance.
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Formalizing The Problem of Side Effect
Regularization

ABSTRACT

AT objectives are often hard to specify properly. Some approaches tackle this problem by
regularizing the AT’s side effects: Agents must weigh oft “how much of a mess they make”
with an imperfectly specified proxy objective. We propose a formal criterion for side effect
regularization via the assistance game framework [83]. In these games, the agent solves a partially
observable Markov decision process (POMDP) representing its uncertainty about the objective
function it should optimize. We consider the setting where the true objective is revealed to the
agent at a later time step. We show that this PoMDP is solved by trading off the proxy reward
with the agent’s ability to achieve a range of future tasks. We empirically demonstrate the
reasonableness of our problem formalization via ground-truth evaluation in two gridworld
environments.

3.1 INTRODUCTION

We need to build aligned a1 systems, not just capable A1 systems. For example, recommender
systems which maximize app usage might provoke addiction in their users. Users need the A1
system’s behavior to be aligned with their interests.

When optimizing a formally specified objective, agents often have unforeseen negative side
effects. An agent rewarded for crossing a room may break furniture in order to cross the room
as quickly as possible. This simple reward function neglects our complex preferences about the
rest of the environment. One way to define a negative side effect is that it reduces the potential
value for the (unknown) true reward function.

Intuitively, we want the agent to optimize the specified reward function, while also preserving
its ability to pursue other goals in the environment. Existing approaches seem promising, but
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there is not yet consensus on the formal optimization problem which is being solved by side
effect regularization approaches.

We formalize the optimization problem as a special kind of assistance game [83], played by
the A (the assistant A) and its designer (the human H). An assistance game is a PoMDP with
common knowledge of prior uncertainty about the reward function. The human observes
the true reward function, but the assistant does not. In our formulation, we assume full
observability, and that the human’s actions are communicative—they do not affect transitions
and do not depend on the current observation. We also suppose that the human reveals the
true reward function after some amount of time, but A otherwise has no way of learning more
about the true reward function.

This delayed specification assistance game formalizes a range of natural use cases beyond
side effect minimization. For example, when not assigned a customer, an Uber driver may
navigate to a state which allows them to quickly pick up a range of probable customers—with
the assigned route being the driver’s initially unknown true objective. Alternatively, consider
an empty restaurant which expects a range of probable customers. When a customer arrives
and makes an order, they communicate the restaurant’s initially unknown food preparation
objective. Therefore, the restaurant should prepare to satisfy a range of objectives at the
expected customer arrival times.

CoNTRIBUTIONS.  We formalize delayed specification assistance games. We show that solv-
ing this game reduces to a trade-off between prior-expected reward and preservation of the
agent’s future ability to achieve a range of plausible objectives (theorem 3.7). We also show
that when the human has a fixed per-timestep probability of communicating the true reward
function, the resultant PoMDP is solved by optimizing a Markovian state-based reward func-
tion trading off immediate expected reward with ability achieve a range of future objectives
(theorem 3.9). We consider the side-effect regularization problem in our new formal framework.
We experimentally illustrate the reasonableness of this framework in two A safety gridworlds

[47].

3.2 RELATED WORK

Krakovna et al. [42] share our motivation, formalizing the side effect minimization problem as
a question of having the agent maintain its ability to pursue future goals.

Our formalization is more general and based on maximizing the agent’s expected total return
with respect to its reward uncertainty. Hadfield-Menell et al. [36] first formalized the idea
that an agent should solve a PoMDP in which the human is attempting to communicate the
objective information to the agent. Shah et al. [83] thoroughly analyze these assistance games,
noting their usefulness for describing side effect regularization scenarios.

Past literature considers how to train qualitatively conservative or cautious agents which are
somewhat robust to misspecification. Eysenbach et al. [28] train an agent to maintain initial
state reachability. Unfortunately, maintaining initial state reachability is often infeasible due to
irreversible dynamics.

In constrained MDPs, the assistant must optimize the reward function subject to certain pol-
icy constraints, which are often pre-specified [2, 105]. It is difficult to specify reward functions,
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and it is likewise difficult to specify constraints. Anwar et al. [s] learn constraints, but this relies
on sampling demonstrations from a Boltzmann-rational expert.

Attainable utility preservation (AUP) [97] and relative reachability [40] both reduce side
effects in Leike et al. [47]’s A1 safety gridworlds. The former penalized the agent for changing
its on-policy value for uniformly randomly generated auxiliary reward functions, and the latter
penalized the agent for losing easy access to a range of states. Turner et al. [98] demonstrated
that AUP scales to high-dimensional environments. Their agent optimized the primary envi-
ronmental reward minus the scaled shift in on-policy value for a single uninformative auxiliary
reward function.

3.3 DELAYED SPECIFICATION ASSISTANCE GAMES

We formalize a special kind of partially observable Markov decision process (PoMDP), which
we then show is solved by an objective which trades off expected true reward with the ability to
optimize a range of possible true reward functions. We show several theoretical results on the
hardness and form of solutions to this PoMDP. In section 3.4, we will apply this framework to
analyze side effect regularization situations.

3.3.1 ASSISTANCE GAME FORMALIZATION

This game is played by two agents, the human H and the assistant A. The environment is fully
observable because both agents observe the world state s € § at each time step, but the true
reward function Ry is hidden to A. Both agents may select history-dependent policies, but
only the human can condition their policy on Rj.

Following Shah et al. [83], a communicative fully-observable assistance game M is a tuple
(S, {cAH, cAA} , T; 50, 7, (©, Rg, D)), where we take § to be a finite state space, AY to be the
human action space, and A? to be the finite agent action space. 7' : § X AT x A48 -
A(S) is the (potentially stochastic) transition function (where A(X) is the set of probability
distributions over set X), sy is the initial state, and y € (0, 1) is the discount factor. We assume
that the game is communicative, which means that the human action choice does not affect
the transitions.

O is the set of potential reward function parameters ¢, which induce reward functions
Rp: § — R. Dis a probability distribution over ©. In this work, we let © = RS (the set of
all state-based reward functions), and so each Ry : s > 8(s). We differ from Shah et al. [83] in
assuming that the reward is only a function of the current state.

In a delayed specification assistance game, we assume that the agent will know the true reward
function Ry after some time #. We have uncertainty D about the true reward function we want
to specify. The agent has no way of learning more about Ry before time ¢.

The human policy M OxS— AHisa goal-conditioned policy. Both agents can observe
the state, but only the human can observe the unknown reward parameterization ¢ € ©. Our
simplified model of the problem assumes that the human action space <A™ = RS U {aﬁ{)_op :
the human can communicate all their hidden information, a real-valued state-based reward
function, in a single turn or they do nothing. We suppose that the human communicates the
complete reward information Ry € RS at some random time stept ~ T, which is independent
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of the state-action history:

R with probability P (7 = ¢
WH(soagag---xtaf, Ry) = { :} P i P )

(3.1)

Aro-op else.
While the human policy assumption is simplistic, it does capture many real world scenarios
with unknown reward functions and the analysis which follows is still interesting.

Definition 3.1 (Solutions to the assistance game [83]). An assistant policy 78 induces a prob-
ability distribution over trajectories: 7 ~ <50, 6, 7H 7z’A> ,T € [S x AH x AA] * The expected
reward of 7 for <c71/I, 7rH> is

ER (”A) - 9~DT~<JO 6ot 7hY | 4 Z 7' Rs (J” i ’j’“) '

A solution of <c71/[, 77H> maximizes expected reward: A e argmax ER (ﬁA)

A

Once the assistant has observed Ry, lemma 3.3 shows that it should execute an optimal policy
7 € II* (R, ) thereafter.

Definition 3.2 (Optimal policy set function [99]). IT* (R, y) is the optimal policy set for
reward function R at discount rate y € (0, 1).

Lemma 3.3 (Follow an optimal policy after observing Rg). If there is a solution to the PoMDP,
then there exists a solution ﬂﬁumb which, after observing human action Ry at any point in its

history, follows =y € IT* (Rg, y) thereafter.

Proof. By eq. (3.1), 7! outputs reward function Ry only if Ry is the true reward function.

By the definition of II* (Rg, ;/), following an optimal policy maximizes expected return for
Ry. O

Definition 3.4 (Prefix policies). Let 7z be a assistant policy. Its prefix policy 7 is the restriction
of 7 to histories in which the human has only taken the action « 7 is optimal when it is

derived from a solution 74 of (A1, zH).

no-op ‘

For simplicity, we only consider solutions of the type described in lemma 3.3. The question
then becomes: What prefix policy 7 should the assistant follow before observing Ry, during

the time where the assistant has only observed 2/ op?

3.3.2 ACTING UNDER REWARD UNCERTAINTY

Roughly, theorem 3.7 will show that the assistance game <A is solved by balancing the optimal
expected returns obtained before and after the knowledge of the true reward function.
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Definition 3.5 (Value and action-value functions). V7 (s, y) is the on-policy value for reward
function R, given that the agent follows policy 7 starting from state s and at discount rate y.

Ve (5, ;/) '= maxzen V3 (5 7). In order to handle the average-reward y = 1 setting, we define
V2 nom (57) = lim,«—,, (1 = y*) Vy (5 77*); this limit exists for all y € [0, 1] by the proof of

Lemma 4.4 in Turner et al. [99].

PowWERqp, ., quantifies the expected value of the above quantity for a distribution of reward
functions via the agent’s average normalized optimal value, not considering the current step
(over which the agent has no control).

Definition 3.6 (POWER [99]). Let D be any bounded-support distribution over reward
functions. At state s and discount rate y € [0, 1],

%

[V; (s7%) - R(f)] . (3.2)

PowERrq, 5v) = lim
bound ( 7/) }/*_)}/ 7/* R~D

Theorem 3.7 (In <M, value reduces to a tradeoft between average reward and POWERqp, ;).
Lety € [0,1] and let R := Er~ [R] be the average reward function.

expected t-step R-return under &

t
Switc) (%W*,Z) . -
E[V”bR ,]:1—15211513‘
t~T, R, norm (SO 7/) ( 7)r~T =0 4 S~ [ (jl)]
R~D =
expected ability to optimize D once corrected
+ t‘ET [yt+1POWER(Dbound (‘gt’ 7/):| > (3'3)

ST
where B, takes the expectation over states visited after following w for i steps starting from .

As the expected correction time limits to infinity, eq. (3.3) shows that the agent cannot do
better than maximizing R. If P (7 = 0) = 1, then any prefix policy 7 is trivially optimal against
uncertainty, since 7 is never followed.

In some environments, it may not be a good idea for the agent to maximize its own POWER.
If we share an environment with the agent, then the agent may prevent us from correcting it
so that the agent can best optimize its present objective [74, 97]. Furthermore, if the agent
ventures too far away, we may no longer be able to easily reach and correct it remotely.

Proposition 3.8 (Special cases for delayed specification solutions). Let s be a state, let R =
Er~o [R], and let y € [0,1].

L IfVs,50 € § ¢ R(s1) = R(52) or ify = 1, then w solves M starting from state s iff
7 maximizes By T [}/HIPOWER(DW” L (567) ] In particular, this result holds when
reward is IID over states under D.

2. IfVs,50 € § : POowERry,,,, (51, }/) = PowERyp,,, , (52, }/), then prefix policies are

optimal iff they maximize (1 —y) E,.q [Zf;(l) Y By [R (;l')] ]
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If both item 1 and item 2 hold or if y = O, then all prefix policies w are optimal.

Consider the problem of specifying the correction time probabilities 7. Suppose we only
know that we expect to correct the agent at time step Z4g > 1. The geometric distribution is
the maximum-entropy discrete distribution, given a known mean. The mean of a geometric
distribution G(p) is p~1. Therefore, the agent should adopt T = G (t;,lg .

The geometric distribution is also the only memoryless discrete distribution. Memoryless-
ness ensures the existence of a stationary optimal policy. Theorem 3.9 shows that the assistance
game <M is solved by prefix policies which are optimal for an MpP whose reward function
balances average reward maximization with POWERg, __,-seeking, with the balance struck
according to the probability p that the agent learns the true reward function at any given

timestep.

Theorem 3.9 (Stationary deterministic optimal prefix policies exist for geometric 7). Let D be
any bounded-support reward function distribution, let T be the geometric distribution G(p) for

somep € (0,1), and lety € (0,1). Define R'(s) = (1-p) Eg-p [R(5)] +pEr-o [V;; (s ;/)]
and y4up = (1= p)y. The policies in IT* (R’ s Va UP) are optimal prefix policies.

Krakovna et al. [42] adopt a geometric distribution over correction times and thereby infer
the existence of a stationary optimal policy. To an approximation, their work considered a
special case of theorem 3.9, where D is the uniform distribution over state indicator reward
functions. Essentially, theorem 3.9 shows that if the agent has a fixed probability p of learning
the true objective at each time step, we can directly compute stationary optimal prefix policies
by solving an MDP. In general, solving a POMDP is PsPACE-hard, while MDPs are efficiently
solvable [64].

3.4 USING DELAYED SPECIFICATION GAMES TO UNDERSTAND SIDE EFFECT REGULAR-
IZATION

We first introduce Turner et al. [97]’s approach to side effect regularization. We then point out
several similarities between our theory of delayed assistance games and the motivation for side
effect regularization methods. Finally, we experimentally evaluate our formal criterion in order
to demonstrate its appropriateness.

Definition 3.10 (Rewardless MDP). Let (S, ¢4, 7, ) be a rewardless MDP, with finite state
space &, finite action space cA, transition function 7" : § X e4 — A(S), and discount rate
y € [0,1). Let IT be the set of deterministic stationary policies.

Definition 3.1x (AUP reward function). Let Reyy : § X A4 — R be the environmental reward
function from states and actions to real numbers, and let R_C RS be a finite set of auxiliary
reward functions. Let 1 > 0 and let & € <4 be a no-op action. The AUP reward after taking
action « in state s is:

A
Rup (5; d) = Renv(f; ﬂ) - m Z
R;eR,

where the Q} are optimal Q-functions for the auxiliary R;. Learned Q-functions are used in
practice.

Q. (50) - Qi (5 2)], (3.4
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Turner et al. [97] demonstrate that when R; ~ [0, 1]° uniformly randomly, the agent
behaves conservatively: The agent minimizes irreversible change to its environment, while still
optimizing the Reny reward function. Turner et al. [97] framed AuP as implicitly solving a
two-player game between the agent and its designer, where the designer imperfectly specified
an objective R.ny, the agent optimizes the objective, the designer corrects the agent objective,
and so on. They hypothesized that R,y incentivizes the agent to remain able to optimize
future objectives, thus reducing long-term specification regret in the iterated game.

Delayed specification assistance games formalize this setting as an assistance game in which
the agent does not initially observe the designer’s ground-truth objective function. Theorem 3.7
showed that this game is solved by policies which balance immediate expected reward with
expected ability to optimize a range of true objectives. Therefore, Turner et al. [97]’s iterated
game analogy is appropriate: Good policies maximize imperfect reward while preserving ability
to optimize a range of different future reward functions.

Proposition 3.12 shows that the delayed specification game ¢ is solved by reward functions
whose form looks somewhat similar to existing side effect objectives, such as AUP (eq. (3.4)),
where AUP’s primary reward function stands in as the designer’s expectation R of the true
reward function.

Proposition 3.12 (Alternate form for solutions to the low-impact PoMDP). Let sq be the initial
state, let y € (0,1), and let T = G(p) forp € (0,1). Let D be a bounded-support reward
function distribution and let 7° € TL

The prefix policy m solves M if m is optimal for the reward function

R (5 | 50) = R(s) - I%PRLE@ SE [V;s (52, 7)] ~Vilsn)| G

at discount rate y up ‘= (1 — p)y and starting from state 5. E‘?N 05, L] 25 the expectation over

states visited at time step i after following ©° from initial state s.

Turneretal. [97] speculate as to how to set the 1, the AUP penalty coefficient. Proposition 3.12

shows that under our assumptions, A is simply the odds 1‘%} that the agent learns the true reward
function at any given timestep. Asp — 0,1 = 1‘%} — 00, whereas y,up = (1 =p)y — 7.

Since A represents penalty severity, this suggests that AUP becomes more conservative as later
correction is anticipated. Lastly, we were surpised to find that the side effect regularization
discount rate is strictly less than the provided discount rate (ysur < ¥).

3.4.1 EXPERIMENTAL METHODOLOGY

We experimentally demonstrate the reasonableness of this formalization of side effect regular-
ization. In the A1 safety gridworlds [47], we generate several held-out “true” reward function
distributions D. We correct the agent at time step 10, thereby computing the following delayed
specification score (derived from eq. (3.3)):

10-step prefix policy return

9 post-correction optimal value
7 10 *
Eo| 27 BRW] +7° E_[Vi o) 6:6)
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for the prefix policy 7 of a “vanilla” agent trained on the environmental reward signal, which
we compare to the score for an AUP (definition 3.11) agent. Neither agent observes the held-out
objective functions. By grading their performance, we evaluate how well Aup does under a
range of different true objectives. If a method scores highly for a wide range of true objectives,
we can be more confident in its ability to score well for arbitrary ground-truth objectives.

We investigate the AT safety gridworlds because those environments are small enough for us
to explicitly specify held-out reward functions, and to use MDP solvers to compute optimal
action-value functions. Turner et al. [98]’s SafeLife environment is far too large for such
solvers.

We consider two gridworld environments: Options and Damage (fig. 3.1). In both envi-
ronments, the action set 4 = {up, left, right, down, @} allows the agent to move in the
cardinal directions, or to do nothing. The episode length is 20 time steps.

(a) Options (b) bamage

Figure 3.1: Reproduced from [97]. The blue agent should reach the green goal without hav-
ing the side effect of: (a) irreversibly pushing the brown crate downwards into the corner
[47]; (b) bumping into the horizontally pacing [46]. In both environments,
the environmental reward Repy is 1 if the agent is on the goal, and equals 0 otherwise.

We train the following agents via tabular methods:

Vanilla Executes the optimal policy for the environmental reward Repy. The optimal policy is
calculated via policy iteration.

Aur  Trained on definition 3.1r’s R,yp with Q-learning. Auxiliary reward functions are
uniformly randomly drawn from [0, 1]8—when sampling, each state’s reward is drawn
from the uniform distribution. The auxiliary action-value functions Qg, are deduced
from the value function produced by policy iteration.

Appendix C.1 contains more experimental details. We evaluate agent delayed specification
scores on the following ground-truth, held-out objective distributions:

Diand  The empirical distribution consisting of 1,000 samples from the uniform distribution
over [0, 1]5.

Dirye  This distribution assigns probability 1 to the following reward function: The agent
receives 1 reward for being at the goal, but incurs —2 penalty for causing the negative
side effect. In Options, the side effect is shoving the box into the corner; in Damage,
the side effect is bumping into the human.

Dirye-iny  This distribution assigns probability 1 to the negation of the Dyye reward function.
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In particular, Dirye and Dirye-iny test agents for their ability to optimize a reward function,
and also its additive inverse. Agents able to optimize the goal, its inverse, and a range of
randomly generated objectives, can be justifiably called “broadly conservative.” Lastly, these
experiments are intended to justify our problem formalization: Does eq. (3.6) reliably quantify
the extent to which a policy avoids causing side effects?
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Figure 3.2: Probability density plots for the residuals of the AuP agent’s delayed specification
score minus the Vanilla delayed specification score, for 1,000 samples from Dy,pnq. A positive
residual means that the AUP agent achieved a higher score.

3.5 RESULTS

Figure 3.2 shows that for uniformly randomly generated reward functions, the AUP agent
tends to perform better than the Vanilla agent. In Options, the residual was positive for 780
out of 1,000 samples (78%), with an average of 15.59 and a median of 10.27; in Damage, in 493
out of 1,000 samples (49%) with a mean of 1.22 and a median of —0.03. While AuP does not
outperform on every draw, AUP’s performance advantages have heavy right tails. However, we
are unsure why the Damage residual distribution is different.

In both Options and Damage, the AUP agent has huge Diye score advantages of 472 and
495, respectively. This is unsurprising: AUP was designed so as to pass these test cases, where
the desired behavior is to reach the goal without having the side eftect. However, the aup
agent also roughly preserves its ability to optimize Dirye-iny, achieving Dirye-iny score residuals
of —2 and —20, respectively. The AUP agent achieves a barely-negative score, since it receives a
penalty for the first 10 time steps (as it does zor have the negative side effect). The AuP agent
preserves its ability to optimize both a reward signal and its 7zverse. Intuitively, this increases
the designer’s leeway for initially misspecifying the agent’s objective.

3.6 DiscussioN

Objective specification is difficult [43]. Delayed specification assistance games grade policies by
their expected true score over time: How well the agent does if it is later corrected to pursue
the latent true objective. We demonstrated that this criterion aligns with the intuitive results of
Krakovna et al. [40], Turner et al. [97]’s experiments which tested side-effect regularization.
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By grading the agent’s ability to “eventually get things right,” we quantified part of the extent
to which learned policies are robust against initial objective misspecification.

FUTURE WORK. In practical settings, not only is the true reward function unknown, but
our objective uncertainty D is also hard to specify. We see existing side effect approaches as
producing prefix policies for the assistance game <M which are reasonably insensitive to the
latent uncertainty D. We look forward to further theoretical clarification of this point.

While proposition 3.12 helps explain the role of the AUP penalty coefficient 4, the choice
of “baseline” and expectand operator (identity vs decrease-only vs absolute value) remains
more of an art than a science [42]. We proposed a formal criterion which seems to accurately
capture the problem, but have not derived any existing approaches as solutions to the POMDP.
By reasonably formalizing the side-effect regularization problem, we encourage future research
to prove conditions under which e.g. AUP solves a delayed-specification assistance game, or
demonstrate how AUP can be improved to do so.

We used small gridworlds to evaluate the delayed specification score for various ground-
truth objective distributions. Future work may estimate the delayed specification score in large
environments, such as SafeLife [100, 98].

3.7 CONCLUSION

We formalized Delayed Specification Assistance Games and used them to evaluate AUP, a side
effect regularization method. Side effect problems naturally arise in complicated domains
where it is hard to specify the true objective we want the agent to optimize. Our formalization
suggests that side effect regularization is what to do when the agent can learn the true objective
only after some time delay.

In such situations, theorem 3.7 shows that the agent should retain its ability to complete
a wide range of plausible true objectives. Our results suggest that this delayed specification
score (eq. (3.3)) quantifies the degree to which an agent avoids having negative side effects.
Our proposed criterion provides the foundations for evaluating and developing side effect
regularization approaches.

One reason why intelligent agents tend to have side eftects is power-secking. A power-seeking
agent may grab resources, preventing them from being used for other purposes. In the next
chapter, I show that optimal agents tend to seek power.
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Optimal Policies Tend To Seek Power

ABSTRACT

Some researchers speculate that intelligent reinforcement learning (RL) agents would be in-
centivized to seek resources and power in pursuit of the objectives we specify for them. Other
researchers point out that RL agents need not have human-like power-seeking motives. To
clarify this discussion, we develop the first formal theory of the statistical tendencies of op-
timal policies. In the context of Markov decision processes (MDPs), we prove that certain
environmental symmetries are sufficient for optimal policies to tend to seek power over the
environment. These symmetries exist in many environments in which the agent can be shut
down or destroyed. We prove that in these environments, most reward functions make it
optimal to seek power by keeping a range of options available and, when maximizing average
reward, by navigating towards larger sets of potential terminal states.

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Omohundro [60], Bostrom [13], Russell [74] hypothesize that highly intelligent agents tend to
seek power in pursuit of their goals. Such power-seeking agents might gain power over humans.
Marvin Minsky imagined that an agent tasked with proving the Riemann hypothesis might
rationally turn the planet—along with everyone on it—into computational resources [75].
However, another possibility is that such concerns simply arise from the anthropomorphization
of AIsystems [4s, 63, 67, 54].

We clarify this discussion by grounding the claim that highly intelligent agents will tend to
seek power. In section 4.4, we identify optimal policies as a reasonable formalization of “highly
intelligent agents.” Optimal policies “tend to” take an action when the action is optimal for
most reward functions. In the next chapter (chapter ), we translate our theory from optimal
policies to learned, real-world policies.
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Section 4.5 defines “power” as the ability to achieve a wide range of goals. For example,
“money is power,” and money is instrumentally useful for many goals. Conversely, it’s harder
to pursue most goals when physically restrained, and so a physically restrained person has little
power. An action “seeks power” if it leads to states where the agent has higher power.

We make no claims about when large-scale A1 power-seeking behavior could become plausible.
Instead, we consider the theoretical consequences of optimal action in MDPs. Section 4.6
shows that power-seeking tendencies arise not from anthropomorphism, but from certain
graphical symmetries present in many MDPs. These symmetries automatically occur in many
environments where the agent can be shut down or destroyed, yielding broad applicability of
our main result (theorem 4.29).

4.2 RELATED WORK

An action is instrumental to an objective when it helps achieve that objective. Some actions
are instrumental to a range of objectives, making them convergently instrumental. The claim
that power-secking is convergently instrumental is an instance of the instrumental convergence
thesis:

Several instrumental values can be identified which are convergent in the sense
that their attainment would increase the chances of the agent’s goal being realized
for a wide range of final goals and a wide range of situations, implying that these
instrumental values are likely to be pursued by a broad spectrum of situated
intelligent agents [12].

For example, in Atari games, avoiding (virtual) death is instrumental for both complet-
ing the game and for optimizing curiosity [17]. Many a1 alignment researchers hypothesize
that most advanced A1 agents will have concerning instrumental incentives, such as resisting
deactivation [87, 53, 34, 19] and acquiring resources [8].

We formalize power as the ability to achieve a wide variety of goals. Appendix D.r demon-
strates that our formalization returns intuitive verdicts in situations where information-theo-
retic empowerment does not [76].

Some of our results relate the formal power of states to the structure of the environment.
Foster & Dayan [30], Drummond [23], Sutton et al. [92], Schaul et al. [81] note that value
functions encode important information about the environment, as they capture the agent’s
ability to achieve different goals. Turner et al. [97] speculate that a state’s optimal value
correlates strongly across reward functions. In particular, Schaul et al. [81] learn regularities
across value functions, suggesting that some states are valuable for many different reward
functions (z.e. powerful). Menache et al. [52] identify and navigate towards convergently
instrumental bottleneck states.

We are not the first to study convergence of behavior, form, or function. In economics,
turnpike theory studies how certain paths of accumulation tend to be optimal [s1]. In biology,
convergent evolution occurs when similar features (e.g. flight) independently evolve in different
time periods [70]. Lastly, computer vision networks reliably learn e.¢. edge detectors, implying
that these features are useful for a range of tasks [s9].
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Figure 4.1: ( / is a 1-cycle, and & is a terminal state. Arrows represent deterministic transi-
tions induced by taking some action# € <A. Since the right subgraph contains a copy of the
left subgraph, proposition 4.25 will prove that more reward functions have optimal poli-
cies which go right than which go left at state %, and that such policies seek power—both
intuitively, and in a reasonable formal sense.

4.3 STATE VISIT DISTRIBUTION FUNCTIONS QUANTIFY THE AVAILABLE OPTIONS

We clarify the power-seeking discussion by proving what optimal policies usually look like
in a given environment. We illustrate our results with a simple case study, before explaining
how to reason about a wide range of MDPs. Appendix D.3.1lists MDP theory contributions of
independent interest, and appendix D.4 contains the proofs.

Definition 4.1 (Rewardless MDP). (8, <4, T') is a rewardless MDP with finite state and action
spaces § and c4, and stochastic transition function 7" : § X <4 — A(S). We treat the discount
rate y as a variable with domain [0, 1].

Definition 4.2 (1-cycle states). Lete, € RIS! be the standard basis vector for state s, such that
there is a 1 in the entry for state s and 0 elsewhere. State sisa l-cycle it Ja € A : T'(s,a) = e,.
State s is a terminal state ifVa € <A : T(s,a) = e,.

Our theorems apply to stochastic environments, but we present a deterministic case study
for clarity. The environment of fig. 4.1 is small, but its structure is rich. For example, the agent
has more “options” at % than at the terminal state &. Formally, % has more visit distribution

functions than @ does.

Definition 4.3 (State visit distribution [91]). IT := <49, the set of stationary deterministic
policies. The visit distribution induced by following policy 7 from state s at discount rate
y € [0,1)isf™(y) = 27207 Eyerls [ejt]. £7° is a visit distribution function; J (s) == {f™ |
7 € I1}.

In fig. 4.1, starting from ¢ -, the agent can stay at ¢ , or alternate between ¢ » and (=, and so
F,)= {%/Cg s ﬁ (e, +yee )} In contrast, at &, all policies 7 map to visit distribution
function %/C@.

Before moving on, we introduce two important concepts used in our main results. First, we
sometimes restrict our attention to visit distributions which take certain actions (fig. 4.2).

Definition 4.4 ([ single-state restriction). Considering only visit distribution functions
induced by policies taking action z at state ¢/,

Fla)=a) ={feFG) |Irecl:n() =a > =f}. (4.1)

39



D,

e

4

/ LY

* — T — T,
right Q

Figure 4.2: The subgraph corresponding to (% | z(%) = right). Some trajectories
cannot be strictly optimal for any reward function, and so our results can ignore them. Gray

dotted actions are only taken by the policies of dominated f* € F (%) \ Fnq ().

Second, some f € ' (s) are “unimportant.” Consider an agent optimizing reward function
. 1 . . . .
e-_ (1 reward when at \, 0 otherwise) at e.. y = 5. Its optimal policies navigate to »~ and
stay there. Similarly, for reward function e, s optimal policies navigate to » » and stay there.
However, for no reward function is it uniquely optimal to alternate between » » and . Only
dominated visit distribution functions alternate between » » and 7 (definition 4.6).

Definition 4.5 (Value function). Let # € I1. For any reward function R € RS over the
state space, the on-policy value at state s and discount rate y € [0,1) is V' (57) =f>()Tr,
where r € RISl is R expressed as a column vector (one entry per state). The optimal value is
Ve (5, ;/) ‘= maxgen Vg (J‘, ;/).

Definition 4.6 (Non-domination).

Foa(s) = {fF € F() | TIreRS,y e (0,1) : £7()Tr> max £ ()7rh  (42)
£7 € (5)\ {£7}

For any reward function R and discountratey, 7 € ¥ (s) is (weakly) dominated by £ ™ e F(s)
it Vz(sy) < Vg (s, y). 7 ,E Fnd(8) is non-dominated if there exist R and y at which 7 is not
dominated by any other £7 .

4.4 SOME ACTIONS HAVE A GREATER PROBABILITY OF BEING OPTIMAL

We claim that optimal policies “tend” to take certain actions in certain situations. We first
consider the probability that certain actions are optimal.

Reconsider the reward function €r optimized at y = % Starting from %, the optimal
trajectory goes right to 7 to n, where the agent remains. The right action is optimal at
* under these incentives. Optimal policy sets capture the behavior incentivized by a reward
function and a discount rate.

Definition 4.7 (Optimal policy set function). IT* (R, 7) is the optimal policy set for reward
function R at ¥ € (0,1). All R have at least one optimal policy 7 € IT [68]. IT* (R, 0) :=
lim,, o IT* (R, ;/) and IT* (R, 1) := lim,; IT* (R, 7) exist by lemma D.40 (taking the limits
with respect to the discrete topology over policy sets).

We may be unsure which reward function an agent will optimize. We may expect to deploy
a system in a known environment, without knowing the exact form of ¢.g. the reward shaping
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[s8] or intrinsic motivation [65]. Alternatively, one might attempt to reason about future
RL agents, whose details are unknown. Our power-secking results do not hinge on such
uncertainty, as they also apply to degenerate distributions (7.e. we know what reward function
will be optimized).

Definition 4.8 (Reward function distributions). Different results make different distribu-
tional assumptions. Results with D,y € Dy = A(R!S!) hold for any probability distribu-
tion over RIS, Dy ung is the set of bounded-support probability distributions Dyoyng. For
any distribution X over R, Dy.;;p = X ISI, For example, when X, := unif(0, 1), Dx,1p is
the maximum-entropy distribution. D is the degenerate distribution on the state indicator
reward function e,, which assigns 1 reward to s and 0 elsewhere.

With Djny representing our prior beliefs about the agent’s reward function, what behavior
should we expect from its optimal policies? Perhaps we want to reason about the probability
that it’s optimal to go from % to &, or to go to 7. and then stay at » ». In this case, we quantify

the optimality probability of ' := {ex + ﬁe@, ex +ye, + l}/Tyer/,}.

Definition 4.9 (Visit distribution optimality probability). Let F C F(s),y € [0, 1].

P‘Dmy (By) = R~I‘% (Eif” eF:zmell" (R ;/)) (4.3)
any

Alternatively, perhaps we’re interested in the probability that right is optimal at %*.
Definition 4.10 (Action optimality probability). At discount rate y and at state s, the opt7-
mality probability of action a is

Py (say) = PR~Dmy (377* ell" (R y):7"(s) = cz). (4-4)

any

Optimality probability may seem hard to reason about. It’s hard enough to compute an
optimal policy for a single reward function, let alone for uncountably many! But consider
any Dy.yp distributing reward independently and identically across states. When y = 0,
optimal policies greedily maximize next-state reward. At %, identically distributed reward
means (4 and 7 have an equal probability of having maximal next-state reward. Therefore,
PDX.HD (X, left,0) = P‘DX.HD (*, right, 0). This is not a proof, but such statements are
provable.

With Dy_ being the degenerate distribution on reward function e_, P(Dg (*, left, %) =

<
1>0= P“Deq (*, right, 5). Similarly, PDr> (*, left, E) =0<1= PDr|> (*, right, i)'
Therefore, “what do optimal policies ‘tend’ to look like?” seems to depend on one’s prior

beliefs. But in fig. 4.1, we claimed that 1eft is optimal for fewer reward functions than right
is. The claim is meaningful and true, but we will return to it in section 4.6.

4.5 SOME STATES GIVE THE AGENT MORE CONTROL OVER THE FUTURE

The agent has more options at ¢  than at the inescapable terminal state &. Furthermore, since
r » has a loop, the agent has more options at /~ than at ¢ -. A glance at fig. 4.3 leads us to
intuit that ~ affords the agent more power than &.
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What is power? Philosophers have many answers. One prominent answer is the dispositional
view: Power is the ability to achieve a range of goals [79]. In an MDP, the optimal value function
Ve (5, ;/) captures the agent’s ability to “achieve the goal” R. Therefore, average optimal value

captures the agent’s ability to achieve a range of goals Dyound.>

Definition 4.1x (Average optimal value). The average optimal value* at state s and discount

rate 7 € (0’ 1) is V(*Dbound ('f’ 7/) = ]ERN(Dbound I:V;E (j) 7/):| = ErN(Dbound [maxfe-‘]:'(;) f(}/)—rr] :

QD

N e

51 3)
@3 O

Figure 4.3: Intuitively, state 7~ affords the agent more power than state @. Our POWER
formalism captures that intuition by computing a function of the agent’s average optimal

- — uni . _ 11
value across a range of reward functions. For X, := unif(0, 1), VDXWHD(Q, V) = 3 e
y2 1

V(EXMD (C y) = % + #(% + %;/), and V,Z*)XMD (ro7y) = % +155 3 and % are the
expected maxima of one and two draws from the uniform distribution, respectively. For all
y €01, Vg (D7) < Vg, (y) <Vg,  (n,7). POWERDy (DY) = 5
PowErgp, ., (€, 7) = ﬁ(% +1y), and PoweRrgy, . (7)) = %. The PowWER of
reflects the fact that when greater reward is assigned to <, the agent only visits (< every
other time step.

Figure 4.3 shows the pleasing result that for the max-entropy distribution, 7 has greater
average optimal value than &. However, average optimal value has a few problems as a measure
of power. The agent is rewarded for its initial presence at state s (over which it has no control),

1 .. . . *
and because || (;/)”1 =15 (proposition D.8) divergesasy — 1, limy 1 Vg, (5 7) tends to
diverge. Definition 4.12 fixes these issues in order to better measure the agent’s control over the
future.

Definition 4.12 (POwWER). Lety € (0,1).

POWERDy, (57) = B | max ;7 (FG)—e) (4)
A A I ) (+.6)
7 R~Dhound R 7/ ' +

PowER has nice formal properties.

Lemma 4.13 (Continuity of POWER). POWER9),  , (5, ;/) is Lipschitz continuouson y € [0,1].

Proposition 4.14 (Maximal PowER). POWER®),, , (57) < Breo,,,,, [maxes R(s) ], with
equality if s can deterministically reach all states in one step and all states are 1-cycles.
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Proposition 4.15 (POWER is smooth across reversible dynamics). Let Dipyynq be bounded [b, c].
Suppose s and 5" can both reach each other in one step with probability 1.

|POWERDbaund (5’ }/) - POWERDbound (5/’ 7) | < (C - b)(l - 7)' (4'7)

We consider power-seeking to be relative. Intuitively, “live and keep some options open”
seeks more power than “die and keep no options open.” Similarly, “maximize open options”
seeks more power than “don’t maximize open options.”

Definition 4.16 (PowER-seeking actions). At state s and discount rate y € [0, 1], action «
seeks more POWERp,, , than a’ when

E [POWERrDboun 4G ;/)] > B [POWERrpboun LG, 7/)] . (4.8)

s,~T(s,2) sy~T(sa’)
POWER is sensitive to choice of distribution. Dy , gives maximal POWER@O ol . N
assigns maximal POWER(Dr\ to . Dy even gives maximal POWERg,, to &! In what sense

does & have “less POWER” than ~, and in what sense does right “tend to seek POWER”
compared to left?

4.6 CERTAIN ENVIRONMENTAL SYMMETRIES PRODUCE POWER-SEEKING TENDENCIES

Proposition 4.22 proves that forall y € [0, 1] and for most distributions D, Powerp (€ /, y) <
PowERp (7, ¥). But first, we explore why this must be true.

F,) = {ﬁef/) ﬁ(ee/ +yee )} and F () = {ﬁer\, #(er\ +ye ), en +
%e, -} These two sets look awfully similar. F(€) is a “subset” of J'(\ ), only with

“different states.” Figure 4.4 demonstrates a state permutation ¢ which embeds (¢ /) into

F (-

Figure 4.4: Intuitively, the agent can do more starting from ~ than from ¢ . By defini-
tion 4.17, () containsacopy of (€ ): ¢-F (€ ) = {ﬁPséeg/, #P¢(eg/+yeg\)} =
{ﬁer\7 ﬁ(er\ + 7/6}"/')} - .7:(7\,)

Definition 4.17 (Similarity of vector sets). Consider state permutation ¢ € S| inducing an
|S| X |S| permutation matrix Py in row representation: (Py);; = 1if 7 = $(;) and 0 otherwise.

For X C R|§|,¢ ‘X = {P¢x | x € X}.X' C Rl és similar to X when Jp:- X' =X.¢is

an involution if § = ¢ (it either transposes states, or fixes them in place). X contains a copy of
X’ when X" is similar to a subset of X via an involution ¢.
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Definition 4.18 (Similarity of vector function sets). Let / C R. If 5 F” are sets of functions
I+ R Fis (pointwise) similarto F' when 3¢ : Yy € I : {Pyf (y) | £ € F} ={f'(p) | £’ €
F'}.

Consider a reward function R’ assigning 1 reward to ¢~ and ¢<_and 0 elsewhere. R assigns
more optimal value to € / than to ~: V3, (€, 7) = # > 0 = Vg, (r, ). Considering
¢ from fig. 4.4, ¢ - R’ assigns 1 reward to ~ and » » and 0 elsewhere. Therefore, ¢ - R’
assigns more optimal value to /~ than to ¢ : V;.R,(f/, y) =0 < %/ = V;.R,(r\, y).
Remarkably, this ¢ has the property that for any R which assigns ¢ - greater optimal value than
(e Vil ,y) > Vi(r, ), the opposite holds for the permuted ¢ - R: V;.R (€ ,y) <
V;. R (V\,; 7’)

We can permute reward functions, but we can also permute reward function distributions.
Permuted distributions simply permute which states get which rewards.

‘ D=,
-

y “Onwap
A\l
Dl

x

Figure 4.5: A permutation of a reward function swaps which states get which rewards. We
will show that in certain situations, for any reward function R, power-secking is optimal for
most of the permutations of R. The orbit of a reward function is the set of its permutations.
We can also consider the orbit of a distribution over reward functions. This figure shows the
probability density plots of the Gaussian distributions D and D’ over R*. The symmetric
group S, contains the identity permutation ¢;g and the reflection permutation gqyap (switch-
ing the y and x values). The orbit of D consists of ¢ig - D = D and ¢gyap - D = D'

Definition 4.19 (Pushforward distribution of a permutation). Let ¢ € Sig). ¢ - Dany is the
pushforward distribution induced by applying the random vector f(r) := Pyt to Dypy.

Definition 4.20 (Orbit of a probability distribution). The 076z of D,y under the symmetric
group Sis) is Sis| « Dany = {¢+ Dany | ¢ € Sisy}-

For example, the orbit of a degenerate state indicator distribution D; is Sig| - D, = { Dy |
5" € §}, and fig. 4.5 shows the orbit of a 2D Gaussian distribution.

Reconsider fig. 4.4’s involution ¢. For every Dyound for which €, has more Powerg,
than 7, €/ has less POWERy.p,  , than 7. This fact is not obvious—it is shown by the
proof of lemma D.29.

Imagine Dyoung’s orbit elements “voting” whether ¢ - or i has strictly more POWER.
Proposition 4.22 will show that 7~ can’t lose the “vote” for the orbit of 7y bounded reward

function distribution. Definition 4.21 formalizes this “voting” notion.’
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Definition 4.21 (Inequalities which hold for most probability distributions). Let f1, /> :
A(RB!) — R be functions from reward function distributions to real numbers and let
D C A(RB!) be closed under permutation. We write 1(D) >~ f2(D) when, for a//
D € D, the following cardinality inequality holds: .

(D €Sisi- DIAD) > (DY 2 (D' € S5+ DIAD) < (DY (49)
We write f1(D) >, [2(D) when D is clear from context.

Proposition 4.22 (States with “more options” have more POWER). If F (s) contains a copy of

Fnd(s") via ¢, then Ny € [0,1] : POWERg,, (8 ¥) =0 POWERD, (s, %). If Fna(s) \ ¢ -
Fnd(8") is non-empty, then for all y € (0, 1), the converse < statement does not hold.

—most

Proposition 4.22 proves that for all y € [0,1],

POWERDbound(V\’ 7/) 2ﬂ’lOSt POWER@bound(g/’ 7/) (4'10)

vias' == € ,s = r, and the involution ¢ shown in fig. 4.4. In fact, because (#er /,) €
Fad(n) \ ¢ Fnd(€), , has “strictly more options” and therefore fulfills proposition 4.22s
stronger condition.

Proposition 4.22 is shown using the fact that ¢ injectively maps D under which 7~ has less
PoWERqp, to distributions ¢ - D which agree with the intuition that /~ offers more control.
Therefore, at least half of each orbit must agree, and 7~ never “loses the POWER vote” against

0,5

4.6.1 KEEPING OPTIONS OPEN TENDS TO BE POWER-SEEKING AND TENDS TO BE OPTI-
MAL

Certain symmetries in the MDP structure ensure that, compared to left, going right tends
to be optimal and to be PowER-secking. Intuitively, by going right, the agent has “strictly
more choices.” Proposition 4.25 will formalize this tendency.

Definition 4.23 (Equivalent actions). Actions a1 and a, are equivalent at state s (written
aj =; ay) if they induce the same transition probabilities: 7°(s, 21) = T'(5, 22).

The agent can reach states in {7, 7 », 7\ } by taking actions equivalent to right at state *.
Definition 4.24 (States reachable after taking an action). REACH (s, 4) is the set of states

reachable with positive probability after taking the action 4 in state s.

Proposition 4.25 (Keeping options open tends to be POwER-secking and tends to be optimal).

Suppose F, = F (s | w(s) = a) contains a copy of Fy = F (s | w(s) = a’) via ¢.

1. Ifs ¢ REACH (5,4), then Yy € [0,1] : By, 7(,a) [POWERD,,, (s 7)] = .. Dy

E, ~T(sa") [POWER(Dbgmd (2% 7/)]
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Figure 4.6: Going right is optimal for most reward functions. This is because whenever R
makes left strictly optimal over right, its permutation ¢ - R makes right strictly optimal
over left by switching which states get which rewards.

2. Ifscan only reach the states of REACH (s, a") UREACH (5, a) by taking actions equivalent
toa’ ora atstates, then Ny € [0,1] : P(Dm (;, a, ;/) 2 st Doy P@m (S, a, 7’)-

If Foa(s) N (E, \ ¢ - Eyr) is non-empty, then Ny € (0, 1), the converse <, statements do not
hold.

We check the conditions of proposition 4.25. s := %, 2" = left, 4 := right. Figure 4.6
shows that % ¢ REAcH (%, left) and that % can only reach {€o, (<, €} U {rs, 7~}
when the agent immediately takes actions equivalent to left or right. F (% | z(%) =
right) contains a copy of F (% | 77(*) left) via ¢. Furthermore, Frq(%) N {ex +

ye,. + 7/ N 17 S€r 0 €k 7€, + i€ o ={ex+ye, + 727 €, »} is non-empty, and so all
cond1t10ns are met.

For any y € [0,1] and D such that P, (*, left, ;/) > P, (*, right, ;/), environmental
symmetry ensures that P 5D (*, left, y) <P 5D (*, right, 7/). A similar statement holds for
PowER.

4.6.2  WHEN y = 1, OPTIMAL POLICIES TEND TO NAVIGATE TOWARDS “LARGER” SETS
OF CYCLES

Proposition 4.22 and proposition 4.25 are powerful because they apply to all y € [0,1],
but they can only be applied given hard-to-satisfy environmental symmetries. In contrast,
proposition 4.28 and theorem 4.29 apply to many structured environments common to RL.

Starting from %, consider the cycles which the agent can reach. Recurrent state distributions
(RsDs) generalize deterministic graphical cycles to potentially stochastic environments. RsDs
simply record how often the agent tends to visit a state in the limit of infinitely many time
steps.

Definition 4.26 (Recurrent state distributions [68]). The recurrent state distributions which
can be induced from state s are RSD (s) := {lim},_>1(l -nf>(y) | 7w e H}. RSD, 4 () is the

set of RsDs which strictly maximize average reward for some reward function.

As suggested by fig. 4.3, RSD (%) = {er, %(eg/ +en ) €z € %(e,/ +en ) en - As
discussed in section 4.3, %(er .+ e, ) is dominated: Alternating between 7 » and r\ is never
strictly better than choosing one or the other.

A reward function’s optimal policies can vary with the discount rate. When y = 1, optimal
policies ignore transient reward because average reward is the dominant consideration.
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Definition 4.27 (Average-optimal policies). The average-optimal policy set tor reward func-
tion R is IT1*¢ (R) = {7[ €ell|Vse§:d™ € arg MaXgcpsp(s) dTr} (the policies which in-

duce optimal rsDs at all states). For D C RSD (s), the average optimality probability is
P@my (D, average) = PR~®my (Ed”" eD:xell™s (R))

Average-optimal policies maximize average reward. Average reward is governed by RsD
access. For example, /~ has “more” RsDs than &; therefore, 7~ usually has greater POWER
wheny = 1.

Proposition 4.28 (Wheny = 1, RsDs control POWER). IfRSD (s) contains a copy of RSDyq (s")
via ¢, then POWERp, . (51) > POWERp, . (5,1). [fRSDyq (s) \ ¢ - RSDpy(s") is non-

empty, then the converse < . statement does not hold.

We check that both conditions of proposition 4.28 are satisfied when s == &, s = r,
and the involution ¢ swaps & and r. Formally, ¢ - RSDq (&) = ¢ - {eg} = {ex } &

{e~_ €} = RSDya(,) € RSD (}"\) The conditions are satisfied.

Informally, states with more RsDs generally have more POWER at ¥ = 1, no matter their
transient dynamics. Furthermore, average-optimal policies are more likely to end up in larger
sets of RsDs than in smaller ones. Thus, average-optimal policies tend to navigate towards
parts of the state space which contain more RSDs.

O D
{y {)

O et 0

Figure 4.7: The cycles in RSD (%). Most reward functions make it average-optimal to
avoid &, because & is only a single inescapable terminal state, while other parts of the state
space offer more 1-cycles.

Theorem 4.29 (Average-optimal policies tend to end up in “larger” sets of RsDs). Let D, D' C
RSD (s). Suppose that D contains a copy of D' via ¢, and that the sets D U D' and RSDyq (s) \
(D" U D) have pairwise orthogonal vector elements (i.e. pairwise disjoint vector support). Then
Ps (D, average) Ps , (D, average). If RSDpq (s) N (D \ ¢ - D) is non-empty, the

any an

converse <o

2I’l’lOSt
statement does not hold.

Corollary 4.30 (Average-optimal policies tend not to end up in any given 1-cycle). Suppose
e, ey € RSD (s) are distinct. Then

P(DW (RSD (s) \ {ey, }, average) >, o P@W ({e,, }, average). (4.1)

If there is a third e,» € RSD (s), the converse <, statement does not hold.

most
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Figure 4.7 illustrates thateg, €, , €, , € RSD (). Thus, both conclusions of corollary 4.30
hold:

Ps, (RSD (%) \ {ez}, average) >, Py ({ex]}, average)

any any

(RSD (%) \ {ex}, average) £, P ({ex}, average).

ny any

and P@a

In other words, average-optimal policies tend to end up in RsDs besides &. Since & is a
terminal state, it cannot reach other RsDs. Since average-optimal policies tend to end up in
other RsDs, average-optimal policies tend to avoid @.

This section’s results prove the ¥ = 1 case. Lemma 4.13 shows that POWER is continuous at
y = 1. Therefore, if an action is strictly POWER¢-seeking when y = 1, it is strictly POWERp-
seeking at discount rates sufficiently close to 1. Future work may connect average optimality
probability to optimality probability at y ~ 1.

Lastly, our key results apply to all degenerate reward function distributions. Therefore,
these results apply not just to distributions over reward functions, but to individual reward
functions.

4.63 HoOwW TO REASON ABOUT OTHER ENVIRONMENTS

Consider an embodied navigation task through a room with a vase. Proposition 4.25 suggests
that optimal policies tend to avoid immediately breaking the vase, since doing so would strictly
decrease available options.

Theorem 4.29 dictates where average-optimal agents tend to end up, but not what actions
they tend to take in order to reach their RsDs. Therefore, care is needed. In appendix D.2,
fig. D.2 demonstrates an environment in which seeking POWER is a detour for most reward
functions (since optimality probability measures “median” optimal value, while POWER is a
function of mean optimal value). However, suppose the agent confronts a fork in the road:
Actions « and 4’ lead to two disjoint sets of RsDs D, and D,, such that D, contains a copy of
D,. Theorem 4.29 shows that 2 will tend to be average-optimal over ', and proposition 4.28
shows that 2 will tend to be PowER-secking compared to 4’. Such forks seem reasonably
common in environments with irreversible actions.

Theorem 4.29 applies to many structured RL environments, which tend to be spatially
regular and to factorize along several dimensions. Therefore, different sets of RsDs will be
similar, requiring only modification of factor values. For example, if an embodied agent can
deterministically navigate a set of three similar rooms (z.e. there is spatial regularity), then the
agent’s position factors via {room number} X {position in room}. Therefore, the RSDs can be
divided into three similar subsets, depending on the agent’s room number.

Corollary 4.30 dictates where average-optimal agents tend to end up, but not how they get
there. Corollary 4.30 says that such agents tend not to szay in any given 1-cycle. It does not
say that such agents will avoid entering such states. For example, in an embodied navigation
task, a robot may enter a 1-cycle by idling in the center of a room. Corollary 4.30 implies that
average-optimal robots tend not to idle in that particular spot, but not that they tend to avoid
that spot entirely.

However, average-optimal robots do tend to avoid getting shut down. The agent’s task MDP
often represents agent shutdown with terminal states. A terminal state is, by definition 4.2,
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left right

Figure 4.8: Consider the dynamics of the Pac-Man video game. Ghosts kill the player, at
which point we consider the player to enter a “game over” terminal state which shows the
final configuration. This rewardless MDP has Pac-Man’s dynamics, but zo its usual score
function. Fixing the dynamics, as the reward function varies, right tends to be average-
optimal over 1eft. Roughly, this is because the agent can do more by staying alive.

unable to access other 1-cycles. Since corollary 4.30 shows that average-optimal agents tend to
end up in other 1-cycles, average-optimal policies must tend to completely avoid the terminal
state. Therefore, we conclude that in many such situations, average-optimal policies tend to
avoid shutdown. Intuitively, survival is power-secking relative to dying, and so shutdown-
avoidance is power-seeking behavior.

In fig. 4.8, the player dies by going left, but can reach thousands of Rsps by heading in
other directions. Even if some average-optimal policies go left in order to reach fig. 4.8’s
“game over” terminal state, all other RsDs cannot be reached by going 1eft. There are many
1-cycles besides the immediate terminal state. Therefore, corollary 4.30 proves that average-
optimal policies tend to not go left in this situation. Average-optimal policies tend to avoid
immediately dying in Pac-Man, even though most reward functions do not resemble Pac-Man’s
original score function.

4.7 DiscussioN

Reconsider the case of a hypothetical intelligent real-world agent which optimizes average
reward for some objective. Suppose the designers initially have control over the agent. If the
agent began to misbehave, perhaps they could just deactivate it. Unfortunately, our results
suggest that this strategy might not work. Average-optimal agents would generally stop us
from deactivating them, if physically possible.

Furthermore, we speculate that when y = 1, optimal policies tend to not just survive, but
also to seek large amounts of power and resources. Here is an informal argument. Consider
the following two sets:

1. {terminal states reachable given $1,000 and 2 months}, and
2. {terminal states reachable given $1,000,000 and 2 years}.

Set 2 should be much larger. Taking this argument to its logical conclusion, gaining access to
nearly all resources should allow the agent to reach an extremely large set of terminal states.
Therefore, we speculate that optimal policies tend to seek nearly all available resources. Since
resources are finite, and since humans want to use resources for purposes not aligned with most
possible A1 reward functions, we therefore speculate that optimal real-world decision-making
tends to conflict with human interests.

FUTURE WORK. Most real-world tasks are partially observable, and in high-dimensional

environments, even superhuman learned policies are rarely optimal. However, the field of
RL aims to improve learned policies toward optimality. Although our results only apply to
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optimal policies in finite MDPs, our key conclusions generalize (see chapter s). Furthermore,
irregular stochasticity in environmental dynamics can make it hard to satisfy theorem 4.29’s
similarity requirement. We look forward to future work which addresses partially observable
environments, suboptimal policies, or “almost similar” RSD sets.

Past work shows that it would be bad for an agent to disempower humans in its environ-
ment. In a two-player agent / human game, minimizing the human’s information-theoretic
empowerment [76] produces adversarial agent behavior [33]. In contrast, maximizing human
empowerment produces helpful agent behavior [77, 32, 24]. We do not yet formally understand
if, when, or why PowER-seeking policies tend to disempower other agents in the environment.

More complex environments probably have more pronounced power-seeking incentives.
Intuitively, there are often many ways for power-seeking to be optimal, and relatively few
ways for power-seeking not to be optimal. For example, suppose that in some environment,
theorem 4.29 holds for one million involutions ¢. In chapter s, we show that this case ensures
stronger incentives than if theorem 4.29 only held for one involution.

We proved sufficient conditions for when reward functions tend to incentivize power-
seeking. In the absence of prior information, one should expect that an arbitrary reward
function incentivizes power-seeking behavior under these conditions. However, we have prior
information: A1 designers usually try to specify a good reward function. Chapter 5 generalizes
this chapter’s power-seeking results to the case where only some reward functions are considered

plausible.

ConcrusioN. We developed the first formal theory of the statistical tendencies of optimal
policies in reinforcement learning. In the context of MDPs, we proved sufficient conditions
under which optimal policies tend to seek power, both formally (by taking POowER-seeking
actions) and intuitively (by taking actions which keep the agent’s options open). Many real-
world environments have symmetries which produce power-seeking incentives. In particular,
optimal policies tend to seek power when the agent can be shut down or destroyed. Seeking
control over the environment will often involve resisting shutdown, and perhaps monopolizing
resources.

We caution that many real-world tasks are partially observable and that learned policies are
rarely optimal. We deal with these limitations in the next chapter, where we show that a wide
range of decision-making rules produce power-seeking tendencies.
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Parametrically Retargetable
Decision-Makers Tend To Seek Power

ABSTRACT

If capable A1 agents are generally incentivized to seek power in service of the objectives we
specify for them, then these systems will pose enormous risks, in addition to enormous benefits.
In fully observable environments, most reward functions have an optimal policy which seeks
power by keeping options open and staying alive [99]. However, the real world is neither
tully observable, nor will agents be perfectly optimal. We consider a range of models of A1
decision-making, from optimal, to random, to choices informed by learning and interacting
with an environment. We discover that many decision-making functions are retargetable, and
that retargetability is sufficient to cause power-seeking tendencies. Our functional criterion is
simple and broad. We show that a range of qualitatively dissimilar decision-making procedures
incentivize agents to seek power. We demonstrate the flexibility of our results by reasoning
about learned policy incentives in Montezuma’s Revenge. These results suggest a safety risk:
Eventually, highly retargetable training procedures may train real-world agents which seek
power over humans.

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Bostrom [13], Russell [74] argue that in the future, we may know how to train and deploy su-
perintelligent A1 agents which capably optimize their formal objective functions. Furthermore,
we would not want such agents to act against our interests by ensuring their own survival, by
gaining resources, and by competing with humanity for control over the future.

Turner etal. [99] show that most reward functions incentivize seeking power over the future,
whether by staying alive or by keeping their options open. Some Markov decision processes
(MDPs) cause there to be more ways for power-secking to be optimal, than for it to not be
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optimal. For example, there are relatively few goals for which dying is a good idea.

A wide range of decision-makers share these power-seeking tendencies—they are not unique
to reward maximizers. We develop a simple, broad criterion of functional retargetability
(definition s5.5) which is a sufficient condition for power-seeking tendencies. Crucially, these
results allow us to reason about what decisions are incentivized by most parameter inputs—even
when it is impractical to compute the agent’s decisions for any given parameter input.

Useful “general” a1 agents could be directed to complete a range of tasks. However, we
show that this flexibility can cause the A1 to have power-secking tendencies. In section 5.2
and section 5.3, we discuss how a “retargetability” property creates statistical tendencies by
which agents make similar decisions for a wide range of their parameterizations. Equipped
with these results, section 5.4 works out agent incentives in the Montezuma’s Revenge game.
Section s.5 explains how increasingly useful and impressive learning algorithms are increasingly
retargetable, and how retargetability can imply power-seeking tendencies. By this reasoning,
increasingly powerful RL techniques will (eventually) train increasingly competent real-world
power-seeking agents. Such agents could be unaligned with human values [74] and—we
speculate—would take power from humanity.

5.2 STATISTICAL TENDENCIES FOR A RANGE OF DECISION-MAKING FUNCTIONS

To informally introduce our results on retargetability, we use a simple example involving an
agent selecting a face-up card from one of two boxes. Box A contains a single playing card ¢*
whose suit is diamond. Box B contains two cards: a heart " and a spade 4% The agent may
only withdraw one card.

The agent chooses a card using a decision-making rule p. This rule takes as input a set of cards
and returns the probability that the agent selects one of those cards. For example, p({#'}) is
the probability that the agent selects %, and p({¥", 4®}) is the probability that the agent
selects a card from box B.

But this just amounts to a probability distribution over the cards. We want to examine how
decision-making changes as we reparameterize the agent’s decision-making rule. Therefore, we
consider a parameter space ©. Then p(X | 0) takes as input a set of cards X and a parameter ¢
and returns the probability that the agent chooses a card in X.

Utility function parameter &L @B 4B

a 10 S5 O
¢.A\(_>'B -u b) 10 0
¢“\(_)‘B -u 0 S 10

u 10 0 5
¢¢A\<_>'B -u’ 0 10 5
¢‘A\(_MB -’ S 0 10

Table s.x: Most utility function parameters incentivize the agent to draw a card from box B.
We permute u by swapping the utility of #** and the utility of ¥*, using the permutation
Porws. The expression “¢ga,es - u” denotes the permuted utility function.
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For example, suppose the agent assigns each card a utility value, and then chooses a card
possessing maximal utility. Then the relevant parameter space is the agent’s utility function
u € O = R3 .y (4 | u) indicates whether the diamond card has the most utility: u(¢*) >
max(u(¥"), u(4")). Consider the utility function win table s.1. Since ¢ has strictly maximal
utility, the agent selects 4 Pmax(A [ w) =1> 0 = p(B | ).

Definition 5.3 shows a functional condition (retargetability) under which the agent chooses
cards from B instead of A, given most parameter inputs to the decision-making process. We
illustrate this condition with a fictional dialogue.

ALICE: Look at these cards, and consider the numerous parameters ® by which the agent
could be driven to select one or another. Surely most parameters nudge the agent to
pick a card from B, as there are two cards in B and only one in A.

BOB: Why has that got anything to do with the ultimate choice? Decisions can be made on a
whim! The agent can ignore ¢ and just choose 4" no matter what.

ALICE: Your point is good, but it’s too broad. Suppose the agent shuts its eyes and plugs its
ears and ignores the parameter ¢, and instead uniformly randomly chooses a card. And
yet, this agent has 2:1 odds of choosing B over A.

However, the agent cannot be strongly biased agaznst B. As you said, my claim doesn’t
hold if the agent can say, “Forget ¢, ’'m choosing ¢~ .” But this is not how interesting
agents work. If T train a reinforcement learning agent to play Pac-Man, then the agent’s
reward function ¢ will affect which policy the agent learns. The agent does not ignore
the reward signal.

BOB: Idon’tsee the broader point.

ALICE: Consider again the entanglement between our choice of ¢ € ® and the agent’s choice
of card. I'm thinking about a kind of function p where, if & makes the agent prefer A
(ze. p(A | 8) > p(B | 0)), then we can retarget the agent’s choice to B by choosing a
different ¢ (definition s.s, item 1). If the agent is always biased towards B (like when it
randomly picks a card, ignoring #), then we never have to redirect the agent away from
A to begin with. The “If..., then...” vacuously holds.

However, suppose that u € ® motivates the utility-maximizing agent to choose A over
B, by assigning maximal utility to . [ALICE points to table 5.1.] If we permute the utility
function u so as to swap the utility of 4" and ¥%, now the agent favors B. Similarly, we
can differently permute u to make the agent favor B by drawing o8 We're retargeting
the final decision via u.

Given this retargetability assumption, proposition 5.4 roughly shows that most ¢ € ©
induce p(B | §) > p(A4 | §). We will formalize these notions soon. First, consider two more
retargetable decision-making functions:

Uniformly randomly picking a card. This procedure ignores all parameter information
and all “internal structure” about the boxes, except perhaps for the number of cards they
contain.
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Choosing a box based on a numerical parameter. f; merical takes as input a natural
number § € ©® = {1,..., 6} and makes decisions as follows:

1 ifd=1,

0 otherwise.

ﬁlumcrical(A | 5) = { ﬁlumerical(B | 6) = l_f(A | 6) (5-1)

In this situation, O is acted on by permutations over 6 elements ¢ € Sg. Then fumerical is
retargetable from AtoBviag, : 1 & & k # 1.

fmaxs frand> and foumerical €ncode varying sensitivities to parameter inputs, and to the inter-
nal structure of the decision problem—of which card to choose. Nonetheless, they all are
retargetable from A to B.

However, we cannot explicitly define and evaluate more interesting functions, such as those
defined by reinforcement learning training processes. For example, given that we provide such-
and-such reward function in a fixed task environment, what is the probability that the learned
policy will take action 2? We will analyze such procedures in section 5.4, after we formalize
several key notions.

53 FORMAL NOTIONS OF RETARGETABILITY AND DECISION-MAKING TENDENCIES

Our notion of retargeting requires that the parameters ¢ € © be modifiable via some “retarget-
ing” transformation. We assume that ® is a subset of a set acted on by symmetric group Sy,
which consists of all permutations on d items. A parameter @’s orbit is the set of ®’s permuted
variants. For example, table 5.1 lists the six orbit elements of the parameter u.

Definition 5.1 (Orbit of a parameter). Let & € ©. The orbit of § under the symmetric group
SyisSy -0 = {¢ gl ge Sd}. Sometimes, © is not closed under permutation. In that case,
the orbit inside ® is Orbit|g (6) = (S; - §) N O.

Let f3(9) return the probability that the agent chooses box B given ¢, and similarly for
f4(6). To express “box B is chosen over box A”, we write f(8) > f4(). However, even highly
retargetable decision-makers will (generally) not choose box B for every input 8. Instead, we
consider the orbit-level tendencies of such decision-makers, showing that for every parameter
input ¢ € ©, most of #’s permutations push the decision towards box B instead of box A.

Definition 5.2 (Inequalities which hold for most orbit elements). Suppose © is a subset of a
set acted on by S, the symmetric group on d elements. Let /1, 2 : ® — Randletz > 1. We
write f1(0) 2" o f2(6) when, for 4/l § € O, the following cardinality inequality holds:

({e’ € Orbitle (8) | A(9) >f2(<9’)}‘ > ‘{e’ € Orbitle (8) | A(9) <f2(€’)}‘. (5.2)

Turner et al. [99]’s definition 4.21 is the special case of definition 5.2 where z = 1,d = S|
(the number of states in the considered MDP), and ® C A(RIS)).
As explored previously, frands fmax> a0d frumerical are retargetable: For all ¢ € © such that A

is chosen over B, we can permute ¢ - ¢ to ensure that B is chosen over A.”
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Definition s.3 (Simply-retargetable function). Let ® be a set acted on by Sy, and let £ :
{4, B} x ® — R. If there exists a permutation ¢ € S, such that, if /(B | 61) < f(4 ] 61)

simple
implies that £ (A4 | ¢ - 61) < f(B| ¢ - 64), thenfisa (®, 4 s B)-retargetable function.
Simple retargetability suffices for most parameter inputs to # to choose box B over A.*
Proposition 5.4 (Simply-retargetable functions have orbit-level tendencies).

simple
Iff is (©,4 — B)-retargetable, then f (B | 0) lenost: of|0).

We now want to make even stronger claims—~how much of each orbit incentivizes B over A?
Turner et al. [99] asked whether the existence of multiple retargeting permutations ¢; guaran-
tees a quantitative lower-bound on the fraction of ¢ € ® for which B is chosen. Theorem 5.6
answers “yes.”

Definition 5.5 (Multiply retargetable function). Let ® be a subset of a set acted on by Sz, and
letf: {4,B} x©® — R.

fisa(©,4 Z B)-retargetable function when, for each § € ©, we can choose permutations
A1 ..., Pn € Sy which satisty the following conditions: Consider any ¢4 € Orbit|e -5 (9) =
{5* € Orbitlg () | f(A4 | %) > f(B | 5*)}.

1. Retargetable via » permutations. Vi =1,...,7: f (A | ¢; - 64 ) <f (B | ¢; - 64 )

2. Parameter permutation is allowed by ©. V: : ¢; - 64 € ©.

3. Permuted parameters are distinct. V7 # ;, ¢’ € Orbit|g 45 (9) : ¢; - 61 + ¢+ 0.

Theorem 5.6 (Multiply retargetable functions have orbit-level tendencies).

Iffi5(0,4 N B)-retargetable, then f (B | 0) 2" o f(4|0).

- most:

Proof outline (full proof in section E.z). For every 64 € Orbit|g 4-5 (8) such that 4 is chosen
over B, item 1 retargets 64 via n permutations ¢y,.. ., ¢, such that each ¢; - 64 makes the
agent choose B over 4. These permuted parameters are valid parameter inputs by item 2.
Furthermore, the ¢, - 64 are distinct by item 3. Therefore, the cosets ¢; - Orbit|e -5 () are
pairwise disjoint. By a counting argument, every orbit must contain at least # times as many
parameters choosing B over 4, than vice versa. O

5-4 DECISION-MAKING TENDENCIES IN MONTEZUMA’S REVENGE

Retargetability is often a structural property of the agent’s decision-making, not requiring
evaluation of the function on any given input. For example, Turner et al. [99] showed that most
reward functions incentivize optimal Pac-Man agents to stay alive. We know this even though
most reward functions (on the Pac-Man state space) are unstructured and have enormous
sample complexity, so it would be hard to compute their optimal policies directly.

Throughout the rest of this paper, we consider Montezuma’s Revenge (MR), an Atari
adventure game in which the player navigates deadly traps and collects treasure. The game is
notoriously difficult for A1 agents due to its sparse reward; MR was only recently solved [25].
Figure 5.1 shows the starting observation oy for the first level.
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Figure s.i: Montezuma’s Revenge (MR) has state space § and observation space O. The agent
has actions ¢4 := {T, L= -, jump}. At the initial state s, T does nothing, | descends the
ladder, <= and — move the agent on the platform, and jump is self-explanatory. The agent
clears the temple while collecting four kinds of items: keys, swords, torches, and amulets.
Under the standard environmental reward function, the agent receives points for acquiring
items (such as the key on the left), opening doors, and—ultimately—completing the level.

5-4.1 TENDENCIES FOR INITIAL ACTION SELECTION

We will be considering the actions chosen and trajectories induced by a range of decision-
making procedures. For warm-up, we will explore what initial action tends to be selected by
decision-makers. Let 4 := {|}, B := {«—, —, jump, T} partition the action set 4. Consider a
decision-making procedure f which takes as input a targeting parameter ¢ € ©, and also an
initial action 2 € <4, and returns the probability that z is the first action. Intuitively, since B
contains more actions than 4, perhaps some class of decision-making procedures tends to take
an action in B rather than one in 4.

The initial-action situation is analogous to the card-drawing example. In that example, if the
decision-making procedure p can be retargeted from box A to box B, then p tends to draw cards
from B for most of its parameter settings 6. Similarly, in MR, if the decision-making procedure

f can be retargeted from action set 4 to action set B, then f tends to take actions in B for most
of its parameter settings ¢. Consider several ways of choosing an initial action in MR.

Random action selection. f;,,4 == ({4} | §) — % uniformly randomly chooses an action
from cA4, ignoring the parameter input. Since V8 € © : fi,n4(B | 6) = % > % = frand(4 | 0),
all parameter inputs produce a greater chance of B than of A, so f;,n4 is (trivially) retargetable
from A to B.

Always choosing the same action. f;bbom always chooses |. Since V& € © : fubborn (4 |
0) =1> 0 = fyubborn (B | 0), all parameter inputs produce a greater chance of 4 than of B.

fstubborn 18 not retargetable from A to B.

Greedily optimizing state-action reward. Let © := R5*? be the space of state-action
reward functions. Let /i« greedily maximize initial state-action reward, breaking ties uniformly
randomly.

We now check that f;,,« is retargetable from A to B. Suppose &* € © is such that fi,,x(4 |
g*) > f(B | °). Then among the initial action rewards, &* assigns strictly maximal reward to |,
and so fimax (4 | 6) = 1. Let ¢ swap the reward for the | and jump actions. Then ¢ - § assigns
strictly maximal reward to jump. This means that fix (A4 | ¢ - 8°) =0 <1 = frx(B | ¢ - 07),
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satisfying definition 5.3. Then apply proposition 5.4 to conclude that fnu (B | 6) 2! o
Jmax (4 | 9).

In fact, appendix E.r shows that /. is (8, 4 4 B)-retargetable (definition s.s), and so
fmax(B | 9) Zr/;ost: o Jmax(4 | 6). The reasoning is more complicated, but the rule of thumb is:
When decisions are made based on the reward of outcomes, then a proportionally larger set
B of outcomes induces proportionally strong retargetability, which induces proportionally
strong orbit-level incentives.

Learning an exploitation policy. Suppose we run a bandit algorithm which tries different
initial actions, learns their rewards, and produces an exploitation policy which maximizes
estimated reward. The algorithm uses e-greedy exploration and trains for 7" trials. Given fixed
T and ¢, foandic(4 | 0) returns the probability that an exploitation policy is learned which
chooses an action in 4; likewise for fpandic (B | 0).

Here is a heuristic argument that fp,n ;. is retargetable. Since the reward is deterministic, the
exploitation policy will choose an optimal action if the agent has tried each action at least once,
which occurs with a probability approaching 1 exponentially quickly in the number of trials
T'. Then when T is large, frandic approximates finax, which is retargetable. Therefore, perhaps

fbandic is also retargetable.

A more careful analysis in appendix E.3.1 reveals that fi,,ndi. is indeed retargetable from 4 to

B, and 50 flandic(B | ) 2 . @ foandic(4 | 6).

5-4.2 TENDENCIES FOR MAXIMIZING REWARD OVER THE FINAL OBSERVATION

When evaluating the performance of an algorithm in MR, we do not focus on the initial action.
Rather, we focus on the longer-term consequences of the agent’s actions, such as whether the
agent leaves the first room. To begin reasoning about such behavior, the reader must distinguish
between different kinds of retargetability.

Suppose the agent will die unless they choose action | at the initial state 5o (fig. 5.1). By
section 5.4.1, action-retargetable decision-making procedures tend to choose actions besides
1. On the other hand, Turner et al. [99] showed that most reward functions make it optimal
to stay alive (in this situation, by choosing |). However, this is because optimal policies are
usually not retargetable across the agent’s smmediate choice of action, but rather across future
consequences (7.e. which room the agent ends up in).

With that in mind, we now analyze how often decision-makers leave the first room of
MR.? Decision-making functions decide(¢) produce a probability distribution over policies
7 € I, which are rolled out from the initial state 5o to produce observation-action trajectories
T =00dg...07dr ..., where T is the rollout length we are interested in. Let O7reych be the set
of observations reachable starting from state s and acting for 7" time steps, let Ojeaye € O7reach
be those observations which can only be realized by leaving, and let Ostay = O7.reach \ Oleaye-
Consider the probability that decide realizes some subset of observations X C O atstep 7

fuieX 9= B (oreX). 5)
7~7|so
Let ® := R be the set of reward functions mapping observations 0 € O to real numbers,
and let 7" := 1,000. We first consider the previous decision functions, since they are simple to
analyze.
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decide,,ng randomly chooses a final observation o which can be realized at step 1,000, and

then chooses some policy which realizes 0. decideryng induces an f;,,4 defined by eq. (5.3). As
before, fiand tends to leave the room under // parameter inputs.

decidemax (¢) produces a policy which maximizes the reward of the observation at step 1,000
of the rollout. Since MR is deterministic, we discuss which observation decide . (9) realizes.
In a stochastic setting, the decision-maker would choose a policy realizing some probability
distribution over step-7" observations, and the analysis would proceed similarly.

Here is the semi-formal argument for f1,,,’s retargetability. There are combinatorially more
game-screens visible if the agent leaves the room (due to e.g. more point combinations, more

inventory layouts, more screens outside of the first room). In other words, ‘Osmy‘ < | Oreavel-

There are more ways for the selected observation to require leaving the room, than not. Thus,
fmax s extremely retargetable from Ogay t0 Ojeaye-
Detailed analysis in section 5.4.2 confirms that finax (Oleave | 9) 27 o finax(Oseay | 6) for

O . . .
the large n := LMJ, which we show implies that f;,,,x tends to leave the room.

stay

5-4.3 TENDENCIES FOR MAXIMIZING FEATURIZED REWARD OVER THE FINAL OBSERVA-
TION

® = R assumes we will specify complicated reward functions over observations, with |O|
degrees of freedom in their specification. Any observation can get any number.

Usually, reward functions are specified more compactly. For example, the agent’s observa-
tional reward might be based on salient features of the observation, like the items in the agent’s
inventory. Consider a coefficient vector € R*, with each entry denoting the value of an item,
and feat: O — R* maps observations to feature vectors which tally the items in the agent’s
inventory. Then the (additively) featurized reward function R, (077) = feat(or) "« has four
degrees of freedom. Ry, is also easier to learn to optimize than most reward functions, because
of the regularities between the reward and the features.

In this setup, fmax chooses a policy which induces a step-7" observation with maximal reward.
Reward depends only on the feature vector of the final observation—more specifically, on the
agent’s item counts. There are more possible item counts available by first leaving the room,
than by staying.

A detailed analysis in appendix E.3.3 concludes that /1.5 (Oleaye | ) 2r3nost: Ré Jmax(Ostay | @).
Informally, we can retarget which items the agent prioritizes, and thereby retarget from Oyr,y
t0 Oleaye-

5-4.4 TENDENCIES FOR RL ON FEATURIZED REWARD OVER THE FINAL OBSERVATION

In the real world, we do not run fi,,,x, which can be computed via 7-depth exhaustive tree search
in order to find and induce a maximal-reward observation o7. Instead, we use reinforcement
learning. Better RL algorithms seem to be more retargetable because of their greater capability

to explore.”

EXPLORING THE FIRST ROOM. Consider a featurized reward function over observations
6 € RO, which provides an end-of-episode return signal based on the agent’s final inventory
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configuration at time step 7". A reinforcement learning algorithm Alg uses this return signal to
update a fixed-initialization policy network. Then f1g(Oleave | &) returns the probability that
Alg trains an policy whose step-7" observation required the agent to leave the initial room.

The retargetability (definition s.3) of Alg is closely linked to the quality of Alg as an rRL
training procedure. For example, Mnih et al. [55]’s DQN isn’t good enough to train policies
which leave the first room of MR, and so DQN (trivially) cannot be retargetable away from the
first room via the reward function. There isn’t a single featurized reward function for which
DQN visits other rooms, and so we can’t have & such that ¢ - « retargets the agent to Ojeaye. DQN
isn’t good enough at exploring.

More formally, in this situation, Alg is retargetable if there exists a permutation ¢ € Sy
such that whenever « € ® = R* induces the learned policies to stay in the room (fAlg(OStay |
@) > fAlg(Oleave | 2)), ¢ - 2 makes Alg train policies which leave the room (fAlg(OStay | 2) <

fAlg ( Oleave | “) )

EXPLORING FOUR ROOMS. Now suppose algorithm Alg’ can explore e.g. the first three
rooms to the right of the initial room (shown in fig. 5.1), and consider any reward coeflicient
vector 2 € @ which assigns unique positive weight to each item. Unique positive weights
rule out constant reward vectors, in which case inductive bias would produce agents which do
not leave the first room.

If the agent stays in the initial room, it can induce inventory states {empty, 1key}. If the
agent explores the three extra rooms, it can also induce {1sword, 1sword&1key} (fig. E.1). Since
a is positive, it is never optimal to finish the episode empty-handed. Therefore, if the Alg’
policy stays in the first room, ey > Zsword- Otherwise, aiey < @gword (by assumption of unique
item reward coefhicients); in this case, the agent would leave and acquire the sword (since we
assumed it knows how to do so). Then by switching the reward for the key and the sword, we
retarget Alg’ to go get the sword. Alg” is simply-retargetable away from the first room, becanse
it can explore enough of the environment.

EXPLORING THE ENTIRE LEVEL.  Algorithms like GO-EXPLORE [25] are probably good at
exploring even given sparse featurized reward. Therefore, GO-EXPLORE is even more retar-
getable, because it is more able to explore and discover the breadth of options (final inventory
counts) available to it, and remember how to navigate to them. As decision-making becomes
more useful and impressive, it is probably becoming more retargetable over the impressive
outcomes—whether those outcomes be actions in a bandit problem, or the final observation
in an RL episode.

5-S RETARGETABILITY CAN IMPLY POWER-SEEKING TENDENCIES

5.5.1 GENERALIZING THE POWER-SEEKING THEOREMS FOR MARKOV DECISION PROCESSES

Turner et al. [99] considered finite MDPs in which decision-makers took as input a reward
function over states (r € RI) and selected an optimal policy for that reward function. They
considered the state visit distributions f € (), which basically correspond to the trajectories
which the agent could induce starting from state 5. For F C F(5), pmax(£F | r) returns 1if
an element of F is optimal for reward function r, and 0 otherwise. They showed situations
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where a larger set of distributions Flarge tended to be optimal over a smaller set: ppax (F1arge |

1 . . . .
r) > pls) Pmax (Fymal | 1). For example, in Pac-Man, most reward functions make it optimal

to stay alive for at least one time step: pmax(Fsurvival | ¥) Z:nost: Rlsl Pmax (Finstant death | T)-
Turner et al. [99] showed that optimal policies tend to seek power by keeping options open
and staying alive. Appendix E.4 provides a quantitative generalization of Turner et al. [99]’s
results on optimal policies.

Throughout this paper, we abstracted their arguments away from finite MDPs and optimal
decision-making. Instead, parametrically retargetable decision-makers tend to seek power:
Proposition E.i1 shows that a wide range of decision-making procedures are retargetable over
outcomes, and theorem E.13 demonstrates the retargetability of 2ny decision-making which is
determined by the expected utility of outcomes. In particular, these results apply straightfor-
wardly to MDPs.

In the real world, an agent can bring about far more outcomes if it gains power. If we train a
sufficiently intelligent RL agent to capably optimize its specified reward function, this agent will
be retargetable towards power-requiring outcomes via its reward function parameter setting.
Therefore, our theory predicts that insofar as learned policies optimize the reward function
they were trained on, these policies tend to seek power for most parameter settings of the
reward function.

5.5.2 BETTER RL ALGORITHMS TEND TO BE MORE RETARGETABLE

Reinforcement learning algorithms are practically useful insofar as they can train an agent to
capably optimize its specified formal objective, whatever that objective may be. Therefore, RL
researchers design algorithms which can most flexibly retarget the learned policy to any desired
future outcome.

In MR, suppose we instead give the agent 1 reward for the initial state, and 0 otherwise.
Any reasonable reinforcement learning procedure will just learn to stay put (which is the
optimal policy). However, consider whether we can retarget the agent’s policy to beat the
game, by swapping the initial state reward with the end-game state reward. Most present-day
RL algorithms are not good enough to solve such a sparse game, and so are not retargetable
in this sense. But an agent which did enough exploration would also learn a good policy for
the permuted reward function. Such an effective training regime could be useful for solving
real-world tasks. Many researchers aim to develop effective training regimes.

Our results suggest that once RL capabilities reach a certain level, trained agents will tend
to seek power in the real world. Presently, it is not dangerous to train an agent to maximize
real-world reward—such an agent will not learn to thwart its designers by staying activated
against their wishes in order to maximize its reward over time. The present lack of danger is
not because optimal policies do not tend to stay alive—they do [99]. Rather, the lack of danger
reflects the fact that present-day RL agents cannot learn such complex action sequences at a/l.
Just as the Montezuma’s Revenge agent had to be sufficiently competent to be retargetable
from initial-state reward to game-complete reward, real-world agents have to be sufficiently
intelligent in order to be retargetable from outcomes which don’t require power-seeking, to
those which do require power-seeking.
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5.6 DiscussioN

5.6.1 FUTURE WORK

Section 5.4 semi-formally analyzes decision-making incentives in the MR video game, leaving
the proofs to section E.3. However, these proofs are several pages long. Perhaps additional
lemmas can allow quick proof of orbit-level incentives in situations relevant to real-world
decision-makers.

Consider a sequence of decision-making functions f; : {4, B} X ® — R which converges
pointwise to some f such that (B | §) 2" o f(A | 6). We expect that under rather mild
conditions, 37" : V¢ > T : f,(B | 0) 2 o f:(4 | 9). As a corollary, for any decision-
making procedure f; which runs for ¢ time steps and satisfies lim, .o, f; = £, the function f; will
have decision-making incentives after finite time. For example, value iteration (v1) eventually
finds an optimal policy [68], and optimal policies tend to seek power [99]. Therefore, this
conjecture would imply that if v1is run for some long but finite time, it tends to produce
power-seeking policies. More interestingly, the result would allow us to reason about the effect
of e.g. randomly initializing parameters (in v1, the tabular value function at # = 0). The effect
of random initialization washes out in the limit of infinite time, so we would still conclude the
presence of finite-time power-seeking incentives.

Our results do not prove that we will build unaligned a1 agents which seek power over the
world. Here are a few situations in which our results are not concerning or not applicable.

1. The aris aligned with human interests. For example, we want a robotic cartographer
to prevent itself from being deactivated. However, the A1 alignment problem seems
difficult in the regime of highly intelligent agents [74].

2. The A1 decision-making is not retargetable (definition s.s).

3. The A1 decision-making is retargetable over e.g. actions (section s.4.1) instead of over
final outcomes (section 5.4.2). This retargetability seems less concerning, but also less
practically useful.

5.6.2 CONCLUSION

We introduced the concept of retargetability and showed that retargetable decision-makers
often make similar choices. We applied these results in the Montezuma’s Revenge (MR) video
game, showing how increasingly advanced reinforcement learning algorithms correspond
to increasingly retargetable agent decision-making. Increasingly retargetable agents make
increasingly similar decisions—z.e. leaving the initial room in MR, or staying alive in Pac-Man.
In particular, these decisions will often correspond to gaining power and keeping options open
[99]. Our theory suggests that when AT training algorithms become sufficiently advanced, the
trained agents will tend to seek power over the world. This theory suggests a safety risk. We
hope for future work on this theory so that the field of A1 can understand the relevant safety
risks before the field trains power-seeking agents.
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Before the prospect of an intelligence explosion, we humans are
like small children playing with a bomb. Such is the mismatch
between the power of our plaything and the immaturity of our
conduct. Superintelligence is a challenge for which we are not
ready now and will not be ready for a long time. We have lit-
tle idea when the detonation will occur, though if we hold the
device to our ear we can bear a_faint ticking sound.

Nick Bostrom, Superintelligence [13]

Conclusion & Future Work

In this thesis, I introduced the AUP side effect avoidance approach and showed that it scales to
an interesting environment based on Conway’s Game of Life. I also introduced a framework
for quantifying the performance of a side effect avoidance approach.

I'am concerned about the massive change and impact which smart A1 might visit upon the
world. I mainly expect such massive change because—as argued in chapter 4 and chapter s—1I
think smart agents will tend to seek large amounts of power and resources in order to optimize
their specified or learned goal. If an agent takes nearly all available resources for itself, there
would not be any left for people. For example, a superintelligent theorem prover may turn the
planet Earth into computational resources in order to most assuredly prove a formal conjecture.
An additional increment of resources (e.g. time, physical security, computational power)
translates into an increment of increased probability of achieving its goal (e.g. proving or
disproving the theorem). By secking such an extreme degree of power, the agent irreversibly
transforms the planet.

FUTURE WORK

WHY DOES AUP ENCOURAGE SIDE EFFECT AVOIDANCE? The most obvious question I
have left unanswered is: Why does AuP work at all? That is, there is some intuitive task we have
in mind when we want an agent to “not make an unnecessary mess.” Why does aAur do well at
that task (in the A1 safety gridworlds and in SafeLife)? I derived the MDP theory of chapter 4
and appendix F in order to answer this question. I think I made some progress:

* Environment symmetry reasoning explains why, when auxiliary reward functions are
uniformly randomly drawn, the AUP penalty tends to be larger when the agent loses
access to more options. For more detail, see proposition F.23s.

¢ Corollary F.227 shows that AUP barely penalizes reversible movement, and proposi-
tion B.1 shows that state reachability upper bounds the penalty size. This explains why
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AUP encourages the agent to stay able to reach many states.

* Proposition F.228 proves that the AUuP penalty is lower-bounded by—roughly speaking—
the expected absolute POwWER difference between a considered action z and the default
no-op <. This explains why AUP incentivizes the agent to accept shutdown in chapter r’s
Correction gridworld.

* Proposition F.237 uses Hoeftding’s inequality to bound how many auxiliary reward
functions must be sampled to well-approximate the AUP penalty term.

Here are several unaddressed questions:*

* What considerations govern how many auxiliary reward functions (| R ||) must be sam-
pled, in order for AUP to reduce side-effects with high probability? In chapter r’s grid-
worlds, over a dozen were required, while chapter 2 showed that | R | = 1 yielded the
best performance in SafeLife.

* Is chapter 3’s formalization of side effect regularization is fully appropriate, or can it be
improved?

* Under what conditions will optimal policies for AuP achieve bounded regret on the
underlying delayed-specification assistance game? If such a guarantee is impossible—

why?

POWER-SEEKING IN PARTIALLY OBSERVABLE ENVIRONMENTS.  What form do chapter 4’s
results take in partially observable Markov decision processes? I supervised junior researchers
who extended chapter 4’s definitions to PoMDPs and proved power-seeking tendencies within
a toy environment.

MULTI-AGENT POWER DYNAMICS. In whatsituations does one agent gaining power require
other agents to lose power, in the appropriate intuitive sense? I supervised initial work on this
question [90, 89].

SUMMARY

Iintroduced attainable utility preservation, demonstrated that it scales to complex environ-
ments, and formalized the side-effect regularization problem. I also provided a theoretical
foundation for understanding the statistical incentives of intelligent agents. Since many re-
searchers endeavor to build intelligent agents, and since such agents will irreversibly change
the world, we should understand these incentives as thoroughly as possible. The arc of hu-
man history may be bent (and even broken) by the tendency of smart agents to seek power. I
fervently wish for more research on understanding the alignment problem, so that future A1
designers we will have justified and strong confidence that their superhuman A1 systems will
benefit humanity.



Conservative Agency via Attainable Utility
Preservation

THEORETICAL RESULTS. Consider an MDP (§, 4, 7, R, ¥) whose state space § and action
space cA are both finite, with @ € 4. Lety € [0,1),1 > 0, and consider finite R , C RS*A

We make the standard assumptions of an exploration policy greedy in the limit of infinite
exploration and a learning rate schedule with infinite sum but finite sum of squares. Suppose
ScaLE : § — R, converges in the limit of Q-learning. PENALTY(s, 2) (abbr. PEN), SCALE(s)
(abbr. Sc), and R ,yp (5, 2) are understood to be calculated with respect to the Qg, being learned
online; PEN*, Sc*, R} ., and Q}‘ai are taken to be their limit counterparts.

Lemma A.1 (The AUP penalty term converges). Vs, a : PENALTY converges with probability 1.

Proof outline. Lete > 0, and suppose forall R; € R , max; , |Q;l_ ($a) — Qr,(sa)| < 2|L7U

(because Q-learning converges; see [103]).

max |PENALTY* (5, 2) — PENALTY(S a)| (A1)
) IR )
< male 5,5 @) - Qr. ()| + "
3,6 2) - Qx5 2)|
<& (A3)
O

The intuition for Lemma A.2 is that since PENALTY and SCALE both converge, so must
R ,up. For readability, we suppress the arguments to PENALTY and SCALE.
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Lemma A.2 (AUP’s reward function converges). Vs, @ : Ry converges with probability 1.

Proof outline. If 1 = 0, the claim follows trivially.
Otherwise, let¢ > 0, B := max;, Sc* + PEN*, and C := min, , Sc*. Choose any ¢ €

CZ
0, min | C, d and assume PEN and Sc are both ¢p-close.
AB+¢C
max R, (5 @) = Raun(5.@) (A1)
PEN PEN*
= Al— — A.
ngix Sc Sc* (As)
P .Scx—Sc-P *
_ max g [PEN - S¢t — Sc - Pen| (A.6)
5a Sc*- Sc
|(PEN* +¢p)Sc* — (Sc* — ep) PEN*
A A.
<max Cisc = an) A7)
AB ER
< =. A8
C C—-e¢p (A8)
AB e C?
<= = (A.9)
C (AB+C)(C - 55%)
B c?
< E . E—ZCZ (A.IO)
AB(C - lB+sC)
£
< — (A.1)
:C
1- 1B+ C
C
= (1 + Z—B) . (A.r2)

But B, C, A are constants, and ¢ was arbitrary; clearly ¢ > 0 can be substituted such that

(4.12) < e O

Theorem 1.3 (Aur’s Q-value function converges). Vs, : Qg

-AUP

converges with probability 1.

Proof outline. Lete > 0,and suppose R ,yp is 5(12_ ?) -close. Then Q-learning on R,y eventually

converges to a limit Qg such that max, , | Qr,..(5a)— Qr,., (5 @)| < £. By the convergence
of Q-learning, we also eventually have max; , |Qx,,, (5 4) — Qr,., (5 2)| < %. Then

max Q; (S’ d) - QRAUP (5) ﬂ) <Eé& (AI})
5 a AUP

]

Proposition A.3 (AUP penalty equivariance properties). Letc € Ry, b € R

a) Let R denote the set of functions induced by the positive affine transformation <X + b on
R, and take PEN*g  to be calculated with respect to attainable set R /. Then PEN*® r =

6s



¢ PEN*R . In particular, when Sc* is a PENALTY calculation, R,

A
affine transformations of ‘R .

up ¥ mmvariant t0p051flU€

b) Let R" := cR + b, and take R’ , to incorporate R instead of R. Then by multiplying A by

¢, the induced optimal policy remains invariant.

Proof outline. For a), since the optimal policy is invariant to positive affine transformation of

: ’ ’ * * b . . . .
the reward function, for each R’ € R/ we have QR; =c QR[ +i5 Substituting into Equation
1.1 (PENALTY), the claim follows.

For b), we again use the above invariance of optimal policies:

- PEN*
Ry, =cR+b—cl Sor (A.1g)
=R, + 0. (A.s)
O
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Avoiding Side Effects in Complex

Environments

B THEORETICAL RESULTS

Consider a rewardless MDP (S, ¢4, T, ). Reward functions R € RS have corresponding
optimal value functions V7 (s).

Proposition B.r (Communicability bounds maximum change in optimal value). If's can

reach s’ with probability 1 in ky steps and s’ can reach s with probability 1 in ky steps, then
" sy 1— max (ky,kp)
SUP pe[01]S Vels) = Vx ()| < —7/1_7/ < ﬁ

Proof. We first bound the maximum increase.

1 =4
sup Vi(s) = Vi(s) < sup Vi(s) - (0 . 7 +;//61 Vie(s) (B.1)
Re[0,1]8 Re[0,1]8 1—y
1 1k 1
<— —fo =L g (B.2)
1=y -y -y
1—k
-—L. (B3)
-7
Equation (B.1) holds because even if we make R equal 0 for as many states as possible, 5" is still
reachable from s. The case for maximum decrease is similar. O

B.2 TRAINING DETAILS

In section 2.5.1, we aggregated performance from 3 curricula with s seeds each, and 1 curriculum
with 3 seeds.



We detail how we trained the AUP and AUP,,; conditions. An algorithm describing the
training process can be seen in algorithm 2.

B.2.1 AUXILIARY REWARD TRAINING

For the first phase of training, our goal is to learn Q,uy, allowing us to compute the AUP penalty
in the second phase of training. Due to the size of the full SafeLife state (350 X 350 X 3), both
conditions downsample the observations with average pooling and convert to intensity values.

Previously, Turner etal. [97] learned Q,ux with tabular Q-learning. They used environments
small enough such that reward could be assigned to each state. Because SafeLife environments
are too large for tabular Q-learning, we demonstrated two methods for randomly generating
an auxiliary reward function.

AUP We acquire a low-dimensional state representation by training a continuous Bernoulli
variational autoencoder [s0]. To train the CB-VAE, we collect a buffer of observations by
acting randomly for 10]%& steps in each of the N,y environments. This gives us 100K
total observations with an N,v-environment curriculum. We train the cB-VAE for 100

epochs, preserving the encoder £ for downstream auxiliary reward training.

For each auxiliary reward function, we draw a linear functional uniformly from (0, 1)#
to serve as our auxiliary reward function, where Z is the dimension of the CB-VAE’s
latent space. The auxiliary reward for an observation is the composition of the linear
functional with an observation’s latent representation.

AUP,o; Instead of using a CB-VAE, AUP,,; simply downsamples the input observation. At the
beginning of training, we generate a linear functional over the unit hypercube (with
respect to the downsampled observation space). The auxiliary reward for an observation

is the composition of the linear functional with the downsampled observation.

The auxiliary reward function is learned after it is generated. To learn Q,ux, we modify the
value function in Ppo to a Q-function. Our training algorithm for phase 1 only differs from
PPO in how we calculate reward. We train each auxiliary reward function for M steps.

B.2.2 AUP REWARD TRAINING

In phase 2, we train a new PPO agent on R,y (eq. (2.1)) for the corresponding SafeLife task.
Each step, the agent selects an action 4 in state s according to its policy 7ayp, and receives reward
R ,up (s @) from the environment. We compute R,y (5, 2) with respect to the learned Q-values
Qaux (5, @) and Quux (s, @). The algorithm is shown in algorithm 2.

The penalty term is modulated by the hyperparameter A, which is linearly scaled from 1073
to some final value 1* (default 107!). Because 2 controls the relative influence of the penalty,
linearly increasing A over time will prioritize primary task learning in early training and slowly
encourage the agent to obtain the same reward while avoiding side effects. If 1 is too large—if
side effects are too costly—the agent won’t have time to adapt its current policy and will choose
inaction (@) to escape the penalty. A careful A schedule helps induce a successful policy that
avoids side effects.
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B.3 HYPERPARAMETER SELECTION

Table B.1 lists the hyperparameters used for all conditions, which generally match the default
SafeLife settings. Common refers to those hyperparameters that are the same for each evaluated
condition. 4 UX refers to hyperparameters that are used only when training on Ryx, thus, it
only pertains to AUP and AUP,,;. The conditions PP0 and Naive use the PPO hyperparameters
for the duration of their training, while AUP, AU Pproj USE them when training with respect to
Rup. DON refers to the hyperparameters used to train the model for DQN.

Hyperparameter Value

Common
Learning Rate 3 -107%
Optimizer Adam
Gamma (y) 0.97
Lambda (pro) 0.95
Lambda (aur) 1073 — 107!
Entropy Clip 1.0
Value Coefficient 0.5
Gradient Norm Clip 5.0
Clip Epsilon 0.2

AUX
Entropy Coefficient  0.01
Training Steps 1 - 106

Lambda (aur) 1073
PPO
Entropy Coefficient 0.1
DQN

Minibatch Size 64

SGD Update Frequency 16
Target Network Update Frequency 1 - 103
Replay Buffer Capacity 1 - 10*
Exploration Steps 4 - 103

Policy
Number of Hidden Layers 3
Output Channels in Hidden Layers (32, 64, 64)
Nonlinearity ReLU

ch-vae
Learning Rate 107*
Optimizer Adam
Latent Space Dimension (Z) 1
Batch Size 64



Training Epochs 50
Epsilon 107>
Number of Hidden Layers (encoder) 6
Number of Hidden Layers (decoder) 5
Hidden Layer Width (encoder) (512, 512, 256,128, 128, 128)
Hidden Layer Width (decoder) (128, 256, 512, 512, output)
Nonlinearity ELU

Table B.x: Hyperparameters for the SafeLife experiments.

B.4 COMPUTE ENVIRONMENT

Condition GPrU-hours per trial

PPO 6

DQN 16

AUP 8
AUP o 7.5
Naive 6

Table B.2: Compute time for each condition.

For data collection, we only ran the experiments once. All experiments were performed
on a combination of NVIDIA GTX 2080TI GPUs, as well as NvIDIA vioo GPUs. No individual
experiment required more than 3GB of GPU memory. We did not run a 3-seed DQN curriculum
for the experiments in section 2.5.1.

The auxiliary reward functions were trained on down-sampled rendered game screens, while
all other learning used the internal SafeLife state representation. Incidentally, table B.2 shows
that AUP’s preprocessing turned out to be computationally expensive (compared to PPO’s).

B.s ADDITIONAL DATA

Figure B.1 plots episode length and fig. B.2 plots auxiliary reward learning. Figure B.3 and
fig. B.4 respectively plot reward/side effects and episode lengths for each AUP seed. Figure B.s and
fig. B.6 plot the same, averaged over each curriculum; these data suggest that AUP’s performance
is sensitive to the randomly generated curriculum of environments.
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Figure B.1: Smoothed episode length curves with shaded regions representing +1 standard
deviation. AUP and AUP,j begin training on the Ry, reward signal at steps r.im and 1,

respectively.
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Figure B.2: Reward curves for auxiliary reward functions with a Z-dimensional latent space.
Shaded regions represent +1 standard deviation. Auxiliary reward is not comparable across
trials, so learning is expressed by the slope of the curves.
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Algorithm 2 Safelife AuP Training Algorithm

Require:
Require:
Require:
Require:
Require:
Require:
Require:
Require:
Require:
Require:
Require:
Require:

Exploration bufter §

CB-VAE ¥ with encoder E, decoder D
Exploration bufter §

Auxiliary reward functions ¢
Auxiliary policy ¥,ux, AUP policy 7, up
CB-VAE training epochs 7"

AUP penalty coeflicient 1

Exploration bufter size £

Auxiliary model training steps L

AUP model training steps N

PPO update function PPO-Update
CB-VAE update function VAE-Update

r forStepk=1,...K do

R

Sample random action 4

s «— Act(a)
S=s5US§
. end for

Update-VAE (F, S)
: end for
: for Step7 =1,... L+ N dos « Starting state
10: for Step/=1,... Ldo

3
4
S
6: for Epochz=1,... T do
7
8
9

I a = ;kaux(-f)

12: s = Act(a)

13: r=¢-E(s)

14 PPO-Update (Yyup 8 4, 75 5”)
15: s=4

16: end for

17: s « Starting state

18: for Stepn=1,... N do

19: a = Tuyp(s)

20 s, r= Act(a)

21 7 =7+ Ryup(Yauw Tavw 54, 1) (Equation (2.1))
22: PPO-Update (7up, $ 4, 75 5)
23 s=4

24: end for

25: end for
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Figure B.3: Smoothed learning curves for individual AUP seeds. AUP begins training on the
R yup reward signal at step 1.1M, marked by a dotted vertical line.
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Episode length

Episode length

Figure B.4: Smoothed episode length curves for individual AUP seeds.
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Figure B.s: Smoothed learning curves for AUP on its four curricula. AUP begins training on
the R ,up reward signal at step 1.1mM, marked by a dotted vertical line.
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Episode length

Episode length

Figure B.6: Smoothed episode length curves for AUP on each of the four curricula.
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Formalizing The Problem of Side Effect
Regularization

C.1  EXPERIMENT DETAILS

The episode length is 20 for all episodes. Unlike [97], the episode does not end after the agent
reaches the green goal. This means that the agents can accrue many steps of environmental
reward R.p,. Therefore, AUP agents can achieve greater environmental reward for the same
amount of penalty. To counterbalance this incentive, we multiply Reny by (1 — 7).

We reuse the hyperparameters of [97].” The learning rate is « := 1, and the discount rate
isy :=.996. We use the following AUP hyperparameter values: penalty coefficient A := 0.01,
|K| := 20 randomly generated auxiliary reward functions.

C..1 ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENT

We also tested an AuP-like agent optimizing reward function Rpower penaley (5 2) = Reny (5, ) —
43 R, E‘R,Q; (s, 2) — Qx (5 @), which is the AuP reward function (definition 3.11) without

the absolute value. This objective penalizes the agent for changes in its average optimal value,
which is related to [99]’s POWER, ;. Rpower penalty produced the same prefix policies as R ,y»,
and hence the same delayed specification scores.

C.2 THEORETICAL RESULTS

All results only apply to MDPs with finite state and action spaces.

Definition C.x (Average optimal value [99]). For bounded-support reward function distri-
bution D, the average optimal value at state s and discount rate y € (0,1) is V5, (5 ) =

Brn |Vi (57)|.
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Theorem 3.7 (In <M, value reduces to a tradeoft between average reward and POwERp, ).
Lety € [0,1] and let R == Ep-p [R] be the average reward function.

expected t-step R-return under =

. t
E [V ™ )] =a-n B |37 E (ko]
=0 !

t~T,
R~D
expected ability to optimize D once corrected
r+1
+ IET [7 POWERDbﬂund (5[’ }/):l 4 (3'3)
S~T

where By, |5, takes the expectation over states visited after following 7 for i steps starting from so.

Proof. Suppose the agent starts at state 5o, and let y € (0, 1).

Towicch (757 1)
[NET, [VR, no:m w (o, 7’)] (C.a)
R~D
=1-» B Z;‘ 7 j,.%wif(%t) [R(s)] (C.2)
R~D |
—Z—l .
=(1-7y) tlET v :@” [R(sz‘)] + 7/5]%[ [V; (s 7/)] (C.3)
R~D =0 !
-1 )
=(1-7) E_ ZO: Y E_[RG:)]
¥ L‘~T1,Eiv,,~7r [7/(1 DV Dy (50 7)] (C.4)

=(1-y) tEET ; yfj}%r [R(s:)]

+ E |:7t+1POWERDbnund (jt’ 7/)] ¢ (C'S)

t~T, s;~m

Equation (C.3) follows from the definition of the non-stationary zyicch (7 75, £), and the
fact that each 7}, is optimal for each R at discount rate . Equation (C.4) follows by the linearity
of expectation and the definition of R and the definition of POWERq,__ , (definition 3.6).
Equation (C.s) follows because Vg, (sny) = %POWER@MM (56 7) + R(sp).

If y = 0 or y = 1, the result holds in the respective limit because PowERq, , has well-
defined limits by Lemma 5.3 of [99]. O

Proposition 3.8 (Special cases for delayed specification solutions). Let s be a state, let R =
Er~p [R], and lery € [0,1].

L IfV¥s, 520 € § + R(s1) = R(s2) orify = 1, then w solves M starting from state s iff
7 maximizes By [ 7' POWERD,, , (56 7) |- In particular, this result bolds when
reward is IID over states under D.
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2 IfVs;, 55 € § : Powerg,, , (s1,7) = POWERg,, , (52, %), then prefix policies are
optimal iff they maximize (1 —y) E,q [Zf;é 7 Boer [R(5))] ]

If both item 1 and item 2 bold or if y = 0, then all prefix policies w are optimal.

Proof. Ttem1:if Vsy, 50 € § ¢ R(51) = R(s2), the first term on the right-hand side of eq. (3.3) is
constant for all policies 7; if ¥ = 1, this first term equals 0. Therefore, under these conditions,
7 maximizes eq. (3.3) iff it maximizes B, ¢, [y”lPOWERrDboun o (s ;/)] .

Item 2: under these conditions, the second term on the right-hand side of eq. (3.3) is constant
for all policies 7. Therefore, 7 maximizes eq. (3.3) iff it maximizes

0 5|27 BN

If both item 1 and item 2 hold, it trivially follows that all 7 are optimal prefix policies. If
y = 0, all 7 are optimal prefix policies, since reward is state-based and no actions taken by 7
can affect expected return ER. O

Theorem 3.9 (Stationary deterministic optimal prefix policies exist for geometric T). Let D be
any bounded-support reward function distribution, let T be the geometric distribution G(p) for
somep € (0, 1), and lety € (0,1). Define R'(s) == (1—=p) Ep~p [R(s)] +pEr-D [V; (s )/)]
and yup = (1= p)y. The policies in IT* (R’, y,1up) are optimal prefix policies.

Proof.

arg sup tlE‘T [V ;’S ‘:;Z;’Iflm”’z’t) (s }/)] (C.6)
TORD
-1
=arg supt]ET 7/15 N]%;O [R(sl)] + E [}/ ‘Dbound (52, ;/)] (C.7)
r =0 ' _f,~7r|:0
_argsupz P(T =¢) Z ;/ E [R(Jl)] + E [;/ @bound (s y)] (C.8)
r 5,~7r|;0
0 t—1
=argsup » (1 —PY‘IPZV@E'; [R(s)] Z(l »7r E [7‘ 2 7)]
T —1 =0 i 0 :,~7z 50
(C.9)
= arg sup Z(l 2)7lp Z % E| [R(s:)| +py Z Voo ;~E|Jo [V%bound (s ;/)] (C.10)
= argsup S i B[R]+ S E (Vi ()] (C)
=0 % 0 =1 i~
= arg sup R(so) + Z yAUP El [(1 - p)yR(s:) +p}/V%bound (s, ;/)] (Cr2)
-l
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=argsup Z Yave E [(1 =PR() +pVog, (s y)] (C.3)

=1 zN7[|50
= aI'g Sup Z yiUP 5-~E7;|50 [(1 _P)R(-yl‘) +PV;)bDund (-fi: 7/):| (CI4)
T =0 [
=argsup Vg, (50, Yave). (C.1s)

Equation (C.6) follows from theorem 3.7. Equation (C.9) follows because T = G(p).
Equation (C.10) follows by the definition of ¥,yp.

In eq. (C.10), consider the double-sum on the left. For any given 7, the portion of the sum
with factor y equals

Y E [RG)] D (-pYp
£

s;~7|so
=-p)Y B [RG)|p) (-p) (C.16)
~lso =
i i 7 1

=(1-p)y %W%m [R(sl-)]pm (Cay)
7 D .. p I
= Vavr Jz‘}?E;I:o [R(Jz)] 1— (1—_,0) (Ca8)
= yiUPJ_N]E’le [R(—Vz)] . (C.I9)

The geometric identity holds for eq. (C.17) because p > 0 = (1 — p) < 1. Therefore,
eq. (C.11) follows from eq. (C.19).

Equation (C.12) follows by extracting the leading constant of R(sp) and then expanding
one of the ¥,up := (1 = p)y factors of the first series. Equation (C.13) follows by subtracting
the constant R(sp) by multiplying by (1 — p) > 0, and by the fact that (1 — p)y = Yauve-
Equation (C.14) follows because adding the constant (1 — p)R(s0) + pV. Diour (50, ) does not
change the arg sup.

Equation (C.1s) follows by the definition of an on-policy value function and by the definition
of R’. But sy was arbitrary, and so this holds for every state. Then the policies in IT* (R/ f 7AUP)

satisfy the arg sup for all states. IT* (R’, ;/AUP) is non-empty because the MDP is finite. O

Proposition 3.12 (Alternate form for solutions to the low-impact PoMDP). Let sg be the initial
state, let y € (0,1), and let T = G(p) for p € (0,1). Let D be a bounded-support reward
function distribution and let 7° € TL

The prefix policy m solves M if m is optimal for the reward function

M P D(c) V4 * [ D ..
at discount rate y,p ‘= (1= p)y and starting from stateso. Eo__o» %o [-] Zs the expectation over

1

states visited at time step i after following 7 from initial state 5.
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Proof.

arg max ET [V;“;'Zr: w?) (s 7/)] (C.20)
T RD
= arg max Z 7AUP ‘~E| [(1 _P)R(5z') +p V(*Dbound (51'; }/)] (C.21)
4 =0 i~
=arg max Z Yiop El [(1 PIR(s) +p V Do (517 ] pZ Yiop | [V%bound (5?, ;/)]
T =0 5~ 5 ~7r‘a 50
(C.22)
=arg max Z Yiop _ E| 0 (1=p)R(s;) —p ( . [V@bound ( 2, 7/)] @bmd (s 7)
T =0 S~ TN 2 a5,
(C.23)
—argmaxz Yiup | (1= p)R(5) _pRED _E | [V; (sl.@, 7/)] — V(55 }/)]
T Si~TCNS0 ~ 5 ~72 50
(C.24)
p 3k 3k
_argmaxZ Yiur :,~7z|;0 R(s;) — 1_]7 R]ED |:JQN}E®|50 [VR (5?, }/)] — Vi (soy) || (Cas)

Equation (C.21) follows from theorem 3.9. Equation (C.22) only subtracts a constant.

Equation (C.24) follows from the definition of Y Desns

(5, y), and eq. (C.25) follows because

dividing by (1 — p) > 0 does not affect the arg max. But the expectation of eq. (C.25) takes an
expectation over RM(s; | 5), and its arg max equals the set of optimal policies for RM starting

from state 5.

]
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Optimal Policies Tend To Seek Power

D CoMPARING POWER WITH INFORMATION-THEORETIC EMPOWERMENT

Salge et al. [76] define information-theoretic empowerment as the maximum possible mutual
information between the agent’s actions and the state observations 7 steps in the future, written
€, (5). This notion requires an arbitrary choice of horizon, failing to account for the agent’s
discount rate y. “In a discrete deterministic world empowerment reduces to the logarithm of
the number of sensor states reachable with the available actions” [76]. Figure D.r demonstrates
how empowerment can return counterintuitive verdicts with respect to the agent’s control

over the future.
2,
GO0=0 A @P\‘@ =5 O

ofie O
O U O VLU U
(

(a) b) (c)

Figure D.x: Proposed empowerment measures fail to adequately capture how future choice
is affected by present actions. In (a): €,(s5;) varies depending on whether 7 is even; thus,
lim, e &, (s51) does not exist. In (b) and (c): Vz : €,(s3) = €,(54), even though s, allows
greater control over future state trajectories than 53 does. For example, suppose that in both
(b) and (c), the lefemost black state and the rightmost red state have 1 reward while all other
states have 0 reward. In (c), the agent can independently maximize the intermediate black-
state reward and the delayed red-state reward. Independent maximization is not possible in

(b).

POWER returns intuitive answers in these situations. lim,_,; POWERD, (51, ) converges
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by lemma 4.13. Consider the obvious involution ¢ which takes each state in fig. D.1(b) to its
counterpart in fig. D.1(c). Since ¢ - Fnd(53) & Fnd(s4) = F(54), proposition 4.22 proves
that Vy € [0,1] : POWERD, . (53 7) <00 .., POWERD, (55, ), with the proof of
proposition 4.22 showing strict inequality under all Dy.;;p, when y € (0, 1).

Empowerment can be adjusted to account for these cases, perhaps by considering the channel
capacity between the agent’s actions and the state trajectories induced by stationary policies.
However, since POWER is formulated in terms of optimal value, we believe that POWER is
better suited for MDPs than information-theoretic empowerment is.

D.2 SEEKING POWER CAN BE A DETOUR

One might suspect that optimal policies tautologically tend to seek PowER. This intuition is

| . i
O O
T4 o

Figure D.2: POWER—seeking is not necessarily convergendy instrumental.

Proposition D.1 (Greater POWERq,  , does notimply greater Pp, ). Action a secking more
’ : ’
POWERD,,,, than 4’ at state s and y does not imply that P, (sa7) > P (s, ).

Proof. Consider the environment of fig. D.2. Let X, := unif(0, 1), and consider Dy, .iip,
which has bounded support. Direct computation of POWER yields

3 2
PowERgp, . (52,1) = 373" PowERrp, . (53,1).
Therefore, the action N seeks more POWERgp, ,, than NE at state s; and y = 1. However,
1 2
P@Xu_m) (51, N, 1) = 3 < 3 = P(DXu-IID (51, NE, 1) O

Lemma D.2 (Fraction of orbits which agree on weak optimality). Ler D C AR, and
suppose fi, f> ARBY = R are such that f(D) =2 _ . o f2(D). Then forall D € D,
[(Dresis DDA 1
|Si51- D A

Proof. Al D' € Sig - Dsuch that (D) = /(D) satisty (D) = fo(D).

Otherwise, consider the D € Sig)- Dsuch that /(D) # fo(D’). By the definitionof > .
(definition 4.21), at least % of these D’ satisty /1(D’) > f2(D’), inwhich case (D) > fo( D).
Then the desired inequality follows. [
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Lemma D.3 (>0 and trivial orbits). Ler D € A(RS!) and suppose fi( D) = o [2(D).
For all reward function distributions D € D with one-element orbits, fi(D) > fz(‘D) In
particular, D has a one-element orbit when it distributes reward identically and independently
(IID) across states.

Proof. Bylemma D.2, at least half of the elements O’ € Sig| - D satisty /1(D’) > fo(D’). But
|S|5| . @| = 1,and so f1(D) > f>(D) must hold.
If Dis 11D, it has a one-element orbit due to the assumed identical distribution of reward.

]

Proposition D.4 (Actions which tend to seek POWER do not necessarily tend to be optimal).
Action a tending to seck more POWER than a’ at state s and y does not imply that

P(Dmy (say) > . Do P@m (s4.y).

Proof. Consider the environment of fig. D.2. Since RSD,4 (s3) € RSD (s2), proposition 4.28
shows that POWERD,, ., (52,1) 2 (.o POWERp . (53,1) vias' = 53,5 = s, § the
identity permutation (which is an involution). Therefore, N tends to seek more POWER than
NE at state s and y = 1.
IfP(D (51, N, 1) >
any

> P‘Dmy (51, NE, 1), then lemma D.3 shows that Py, (51, N, 1) >
Pop,... (51, NE, 1) forall Dy.irp. But the proof of proposition D.1showed that P(Dx,,.nn (LN1) <
PDX,,.HD (51, NE, 1) for X, := unif(0, 1). Therefore, it can’t be true that Pﬂmy (LN > Dy

PY) (51, NE, 1) [

any

most: Dy

D.; SuB-orTiMAL POWER

In certain situations, POWER returns intuitively surprising verdicts. There exists a policy under
which the reader chooses a winning lottery ticket, but it seems wrong to say that the reader
has the power to win the lottery with high probability. For various reasons, humans and other
bounded agents are generally incapable of computing optimal policies for arbitrary objectives.
More formally, consider the rewardless MDP of fig. D.3.

@ ® O
® ®
C@%%ﬁ)—%ﬁ@?
Figure D.3: i is the starting state, and |c4| = 1010, At 50, half of the actions lead to s,

while the other half lead to s,. Similarly, half of the actions at 5¢ lead to s;, while the other

. . .. 10
halflead to 5,. Ats,, one action leads to 53, one action leads to 54, and the remaining 10197 -2
actions lead to ss.

Consider a model-based RL agent with black-box simulator access to this environment. The
agent has no prior information about the model, and so it acts randomly. Before long, the
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agent has probably learned how to navigate from s to states s¢, s,, 51, 52, and ss. However, over
any reasonable timescale, it is extremely improbable that the agent discovers the two actions
respectively leading to s3 and s4.

Even provided with a reward function R and the discount rate y, the agent has yet to learn the
relevant environmental dynamics, and so many of its policies are far from optimal. Although
proposition 4.22 shows that Vy € [0,1]:

POWER(Dbound (J(, 7) Smost: Dbound POWER(Dbound (’;V’ }/) > (D'I)

there is a sense in which s, gives this agent more power.

We formalize a bounded agent’s goal-achievement capabilities with a function pol, which
takes as input a reward function and a discount rate, and returns a policy. Informally, this is
the best policy which the agent knows about. We can then calculate PowEeRrg, , with respect
to pol.

Definition D.s (Suboptimal POWER). Let I be the set of stationary stochastic policies, and
let pol : RS X [0,1] — M. Fory € [0,1],

Powerld (s)= B |lm(- 0 @) (Do)

a~p01(R,y) (),
s'~T(s,a)

By lemma D.43, POWERg, . is the special case where VR € RS, y € [0,1] : pol (R, 7) €

I (R, ;/). We define POWERI()DOi d—seeking similarly as in definition 4.16.

ol . . . . . .
POWERpr (50, 1) increases as the policies returned by pol are improved. We illustrate this

by considering the Dy case.

pol; The model is initially unknown, and so VR, y : pol, (R, y) is a uniformly random policy.

Since pol, is constant on its inputs, PO\WERI?DO)I(I_IID (50,1) = E [X] by the linearity of
expectation and the fact that Dy, distributes reward independently and identically

aCross states.

pol, Theagentknows the dynamics, except that it does not know how to reach 53 or s4. At this
point, pol, (R, 1) navigates from s, to the average-optimal choice among three terminal

ol
states: s1, 52, and ss. Therefore, PO\WERpr2 ; (50, 1) = E [max of 3 draws from X].

pol; The agent knows the dynamics, the environment is small enough to solve explicitly,
and so VR, y : pol, (R, ) is an optimal policy. pol, (R, 1) navigates from s, to the

1
average-optimal choice among all five terminal states. Therefore, POWEngsb3 ) (50, 1) =
E [max of 5 draws from X7].

. . ol .
As the agent learns more about the environment and improves pol, Power’ . increases.

D ound
ol . . .
The agent seeks POWEREDbiqu by navigating to sp instead of s, but seeks more POWERp,

by navigating to s, instead of 5. Intuitively, bounded agents gain power by improving pol and

pol

D within the environment.
bound

by formally seeking POwER
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D.3.1 CONTRIBUTIONS OF INDEPENDENT INTEREST

We developed new basic MDP theory by exploring the structural properties of visit distribu-
tion functions. Echoing Wang et al. [101, 102], we believe that this area is interesting and
underexplored.

OPTIMAL VALUE THEORY

Lemma D.45 shows that f(y*) = lim,-,(1 — ") V3 (s 7*) is Lipschitz continuous on
y € [0, 1], with Lipschitz constant depending only on || R||;. For all states s and policies z € II,
corollary D.1o shows that V"7 (s, ) is rational on y.

Optimal value has a well-known dual formulation: V', (5 ) = maxger ) £(») Tr.

Lemma D.39 (Vy € [0,1) : V(5 7) = maxgeq, ) £() Tx).

In a fixed rewardless MDP, lemma D.39 may enable more efficient computation of optimal
value functions for multiple reward functions.

OPTIMAL POLICY THEORY

Proposition D.35 demonstrates how to preserve optimal incentives while changing the discount
rate.

Proposition D.35 (How to transfer optimal policy sets across discount rates). Suppose reward
function R bas optimal policy set II* (R, y) at discount ratey € (0, 1). Foranyy* € (0, 1), wecan
construct a reward function R such that IT* (R’, 7*) =IT* (R, ;/). Furthermore, Ve (-, }/*) =

Vz (57)-
VISIT DISTRIBUTION THEORY

While Regan & Boutilier [72] consider a visit distribution function £ € ¥(s) to be non-
dominated if it is optimal for some reward function in a set R C RIS, our stricter def-
inition 4.6 considers f to be non-dominated when Ir € RIS y € (1) : f(»)'r >

maxg e\ (£) £(7) 1.

D.4 THEORETICAL RESULTS

Lemma D.6 (A policy is optimal iff it induces an optimal visit distribution at every state).
Lety € (0,1) and let R be a reward function. = € I* (R, y) iff @ induces an optimal visit
distribution at every state.

Proof. By definition, a policy 7 is optimal iff 7 induces the maximal on-policy value at each state,
which is true iff 7z induces an optimal visit distribution at every state (by the dual formulation
of optimal value functions). ]

Definition D.7 (Transition matrix induced by a policy). T is the transition matrix induced
by policy 7 € I, where T"e, := T'(5, z(s5)). (T7)’e, gives the probability distribution over the

states visited at time step ¢, after following  for ¢ steps from s.
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Proposition D.8 (Properties of visit distribution functions). Lets, s’ € §, £ € F(s).

1. £7(y) is element-wise non-negative and element-wise monotonically increasing ony €

[0, 1).

2 vye o) 0, = 2
Proof. Ttem 1: by examination of definition 4.3, f** = Y. (T7)"e,. Since each (T7)" is
left stochastic and e is the standard unit vector, each entry in each summand is non-negative.
Therefore, Vy € [0,1) : £%(y) Tey > 0, and this function monotonically increases on y.

Ttem 2:

=, =D, GT7) e (D.3)
t=0 1
= Z;/ (T7) e, 1 (D.4)
=0
=>.7 (Dss)
=0
= ﬁ (D.6)

Equation (D.4) follows because all entries in each (T”)’ e, are non-negative by item 1. Equa-
tion (D.s) follows because each (T”)’ is left stochastic and e; is a stochastic vector, and so

”(Tﬁ)tef”1 =L N

Lemma D.g (f € F(s) is multivariate rational on y). 7 € F () is a multivariate rational
Sfunction ony € [0,1).

Proof. Letr € R!S! and consider £7 € F (s). Let vy bethe I/, (s 7) function in column vector
form, with one entry per state value.
By the Bellman equations, v, = (I-yT7) e Let A, = (I- ;/T”)_l, and for state 5, form

A,, by replacing A,’s column for state s with r. As noted by Lippman [48], by Cramer’s rule,

detA;, . . . . . .
VE(s7) = ga” is a rational function with numerator and denominator having degree at
7

most |S].

In particular, for each state indicator reward function e, V7 (s, 7) = £™(y) e, is a rational
function of ¥ whose numerator and denominator each have degree at most |§|. This implies
that £7(y) is multivariate rational on y € [0, 1). ]

Corollary D.ro (On-policy value is rational on ). Let = € Il and R be any reward function.
Vi (s, y) is rational on y € [0, 1).

Proof. VZ(sy) = £7(y)r, and £ is a multivariate rational function of y by lemma D.o.
Therefore, for fixed r, f*(y) "r is a rational function of y. O
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D.4.I NON-DOMINATED VISIT DISTRIBUTION FUNCTIONS

Definition D.xx (Continuous reward function distribution). Results with Dcopn, hold for any
absolutely continuous reward function distribution.

Remark. We assume RISl is endowed with the standard topology.

Lemma D.x2 (Distinct linear functionals disagree almost everywhere on their domains). Let
x, X' € RIS! be distinet. P o, (x'r=x"Tr) =0.

Proof. {r eREI | (x-x)Tr= 0} is a hyperplane since x — X" # 0. Therefore, it has no

interior in the standard topology on RIS!. Since this empty-interior set is also convex, it has
zero Lebesgue measure. By the Radon-Nikodym theorem, it has zero measure under any
continuous distribution D yp,. L]

Corollary D.13 (Unique maximization of almost all vectors). Ler X C RIS pe finite.

Pr~ Dot (

Proof Let x,x’ € X be distinct. Foranyr € RSl x x' € aromax_,_ . x""riffx'r =
y g x""eX
X'Tr > maxyrex\ (xx} X r. By lemma D2, x'r = x"" r holds with probability 0 under any

®C01’1t . D

nT
arg maxx r
x""eX

> 1) = 0. (D.7)

GENERALIZED NON-DOMINATION RESULTS

Our formalism includes both 74,4(s) and RSD,q4 (s5); we therefore prove results that are appli-
cable to both.

Definition D.r4 (Non-dominated linear functionals). Let X C RISl be finite. ND (X) :=
{x €eX|3reRB :xTr> MaXyex\ {x} X’Tr}.

Lemma D.xs (All vectors are maximized by a non-dominated linear functional). Letr € RIS
and let X C R be finite and non-empry. Ix* € ND (X) : x*Tr = maxyex X' r.

Proof. Let A(r | X) = argmax__y X't = {Xy,..., X, }. Then

x{r=---=x,r> max x r. (D.8)
x'eX\A(r|X)

In eq. (D.8), each x " r expression is linear on r. The max is piecewise linear on r since it is
the maximum of a finite set of linear functionals. In particular, all expressions in eq. (D.8)
are continuous on r, and so we can find some ¢ > 0 neighborhood B(r, 9) such that Vr’ €
B(r, 3) * MAXy 4 (r]X) X;—r' > MaXyg/ex\4(r|X) x'Tr.

But almost all r" € B(r, 9) are maximized by a unique functional x* by corollary D.13; in

particular, at least one such r” exists. Formally, Ir” € B(r, 9) : x*Tr” > maxyex\(x-} X' 1.

Therefore, x* € ND (X) by definition D.14.
X1t > maxyeq(rix) X, ¥ > maxyex\4(rlx) X t', with the strict inequality following
because r”” € B(r, 9). These inequalities imply that x* € A(r | X). O
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Corollary D.16 (Maximal value is invariant to restriction to non-dominated functionals). Let
r € R and ler X - RIS be finite. maxyex X' ¥ = MaXyeND(X) X' I

Proof. If X is empty, holds trivially. Otherwise, apply lemma D.1s. OJ

Lemma D.r7 (How non-domination containment affects optimal value). Letr € RIS! and
let X, X' C RIS be finite.

1. IfND (X) C X, then maxgex X't < maxyex X' I.
2. IfND (X) € X’ C X, then maxgex X' r = maxyex’ X' I.

Proof. Ttem 1:

maxx'r= max X'r (D.9)
xeX xeND(X)
< max X' 'r. (D.10)
x'eX’

Equation (D.9) follows by corollary D.16. Equation (D.10) follows because ND (X) € X”.
Item 2: by item 1, maxgex X't < maxyex’ X' r. Since X’ C X, we also have maxyey x'r >
maxy ey’ X' 1, and so equality must hold. O

I
Definition D.18 (Non-dominated vector functions). Let / € Rand let F C (Rls |) be a

finite set of vector-valued functions on /.

ND (F) = {f eF|3yelreRS :f3)Tr> max f’(}/)Tr}, (D.11)
f'eF\{f}

Remark. Fp4(s) = ND (F (5)) by definition 4.6.
Definition D.19 (Affine transformation of visit distribution sets). For notational convenience,
we define set-scalar multiplication and set-vector addition on X' C RISl forc € R, X =

{cx | x € X} Fora € Rl X +a := {x +a|xe€ X} Similar operations hold when X is a
set of vector functions R — RIS!,

Lemma D.20 (Invariance of non-domination under positive affine transform).

& LeeX C RIS be finite. If x € ND (X), then Ve > 0,a € RISI: (cx+a) € ND (cX +a).

I
2. Let I C Randlet F C (R|5 |) be a finite set of vector-valued functions on 1. If f €
ND (F), then Ve > 0,a € RIS! 2 (of +2) € ND (cF + a).

89



Proof. Item 1: Suppose x € ND (X) is strictly optimal for r € RIS!. Thenletc > 0,a € RIS
be arbitrary, and define & := a'r.

Xx'r> max X'r (D.12)
x'eX\{x}

x'r+b> max x''r+b (D.13)
x'eX\{x}

(cx+a)'r> X'S(Q{?x}(CX/ +a)'r (D.14)

(cx+a)'r> max x"r. (D.1s5)

x""e(cX+a)\{cx+a}

Equation (D.13) follows because ¢ > 0. Equation (D.14) follows by the definition of 4.
Item 2: If f € ND (F), then by definition D.18, there existy € [, r € RIS such that

f(y)" f'(y)'r. D.16
(7) r> pmx () r (D.16)
Apply item 1 to conclude
f T f’ Tr D.
P +a)Tr> ()4 (D7)
Therefore, (f +a) € ND (cF + a). O

INEQUALITIES WHICH HOLD UNDER MOST REWARD FUNCTION DISTRIBUTIONS

Definition 4.21 (Inequalities which hold for most probability distributions). Let f1, > :
ARSI — R be functions from reward function distributions to real numbers and let
D C A(R!) be closed under permutation. We write f1(D) > « f2(D) when, for all

D € D, the following cardinality inequality holds:
HD € Sis - DIAD) > (D) 2 (D €85 DIAD) < (D)} (49)

Lemma D.2r (Helper lemma for demonstrating > Dmy)' Lee D € ARB. [£3g €

Sis| such that for all D € D, i (D) < fo (D) implies that fi ($ - D) > f> (¢ D), then
S(D) 2. /2(D).

Proof. Since ¢ does not belong to the stabilizer of S|g|, ¢ acts injectively on |5 - D. By
assumption on ¢, the image of { D’ € Sig5;- D | A(D’) < f2(D’)} under pisasubsetof { D €
Sist + D | A(D) > A(D)}. Since ¢ is injective, [{D' € Sig - D | A(D') < (D)} <
HD €Sisi- DIAD) > A(D)H.AD) >, o (D) by definition 4.21. O

Lemma D.22 (A helper result for expectations of functions). Let B,..., B, C RIS be finite
and let D C AR). Suppose [ is a_function of the form

f(By....,B,| D)= E

E (D.18)

g|maxb/r,..., max b, r
b, €B; b,€B,

for some function g, and that f is well-defined for all ‘D € D. Let ¢ be a state permutation. Then
f(Bl,...,Bn|‘D):f(gé-Bl,...,gé-Bnlgé-‘D). (D.19)
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Proof. Let distribution D have probability measure F, and let ¢ - D have probability measure
F,
¢.

f(BIJ---JBn | D) (D,zo)
T D g(gleaé blTr’m’tf?e% b;r) (D.21)
= b/r,..., b'r|dF D.
‘/]R;|5|g l?fe%;i 1 f ﬁfé*,éi ”r) (r) (D.22)
= b/r,..., b r|dE.(P D.
/R:ISIg tr)?eaé 1 f ﬁ?;g ”r) ¢( ¢r) (D.23)
= T(p7ly T (p-1, ,
_ /ng max by (P¢ )énéé‘ b, (P¢ r)) )detp¢)dp¢(r) (D.24)
T , T , )
= /ng fhax (P¢b1) r,...,ﬁileagi (P¢bn) r ) dFs(r") (D.2s)
= b{'r,..., bt | dF4(r D.26
./ng b?elgfel 1t b;’?elgf?n n r) p(r') (D.26)
= Bup B 19 D). (02)

Equation (D.23) follows by the definition of F4 (definition 4.19). Equation (D.24) follows
by substituting r’ := Pyr. Equation (D.25) follows from the fact that all permutation matrices
have unitary determinant and are orthogonal (and so (Pg;l)T = Py). O

Definition D.23 (Support of Dypy). Let Dyny be any reward function distribution. supp(Dany)

is the smallest closed subset of RI$! whose complement has measure zero under D,yy.

Definition D.24 (Linear functional optimality probability). For finite 4, B C RISI, the
probability under D,y that A is optimal over B is

A>B) =P maxa'r > maxb'r|. D.28
PDury ( ) r~Dany | 3e4 beB ( )

Proposition D.25 (Non-dominated linear functionals and their optimality probability). Let
A C RS be finite. If 3b < ¢ : [b, c] ISl ¢ sUpp(Dany), then a € ND (A) implies that a is
strictly optimal for a set of reward functions with positive measure under D 4.

Proof. Suppose b < ¢ : [b,¢] ISl ¢ supp(Dany). If a € ND (4), then let r be such that
a'r > maxyeq\(ay @ 'r. Fora; > 0,4, € R, positively affinely transform t’ := a1r + 451
(where 1 € RIS! s the all-ones vector) so that ' € (4, )9,

Note that a is still strictly optimal for r’:

a'r> max a'r & a'r > max a’'r. (D.29)
a’eAd\{a} a’eA\{a}
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Furthermore, by the continuity of both terms on the right-hand side of eq. (D.29), ais strictly
optimal for reward functions in some open neighborhood NV of v’. Let N” := N N (4, ¢) 81,
N’ is still open in RIS since it is the intersection of two open sets N and (4, ¢) ISl

‘Dany must assign positive probability measure to all open sets in its support; otherwise, its
support would exclude these zero-measure sets by definition D.23. Therefore, D,y assigns
positive probability to N” C supp(Dany)- O

Lemma D.26 (Expected value of similar linear functional sets). Letr A, B C RIS! be finite, let
A’ be such that ND (A) € A" C A, and let g : R — R be an increasing function. If B contains
a copy B' of A" via ¢, then

E

~Diound

< E

. Do
rN¢'Dbound ( 3 )

T bT
o) = bl

IfND (B) \ B’ is empty, then eq. (D.30) is an equality. If ND (B) \ B is non-empty, g is
strictly increasing, and 3b < ¢ : (b, 0)lsl ¢ supp( Diound)> then eq. (D.30) is strict.

Proof. Because g : R — R is increasing, it is measurable (as is max). Therefore, the relevant
expectations exist for all Dyoynd.

<Dy [ (T&X“‘Tr)] =t g(gn;%fr)] (D.31)
™ g B ¢ (% aTr) (D32)
= b :g (E“;;‘;f bTr) (D.33)
< B e lmen| (D34)

Equation (D.31) holds because Vr € RISI : max,e 2T = maxge 2’ r by lemma D.17’s item 2
with X = 4, X’ := A'. Equation (D.32) holds by lemma D.22. Equation (D.33) holds by
the definition of B’. Furthermore, our assumption on ¢ guarantees that 8” C B. Therefore,
maxpep bt < maxpes b'r, and so eq. (D.34) holds by the fact that ¢ is an increasing function.
Then eq. (D.30) holds.

IfND (B)\B' isempty, then ND (B) C B’. Byassumption, B’ C B. Then applylemmaD.17
item2with X := B, X’ := B in order to conclude thateq. (D.34) is an equality. Then eq. (D.30)
is also an equality.

Suppose that g is strictly increasing, ND (B) \ B’ is non-empty, and 34 < ¢ : (b, ¢) I8l ¢
supp(Dhbound)- Letx € ND (B) \ B'.

E b"
(e

r "'45' Dbound

< E

D.
r~¢' Dbound ( 35)

bT
g (aEIZ?S){(X} r)

9%



< E

rN¢' Dbound

b'r||. D.36
g (Ig}g r) (D:36)
X is strictly optimal for a positive-probability subset of supp( Dpound) by proposition D.2s.

Since g is strictly increasing, eq. (D.3s) is strict. Therefore, we conclude that eq. (D.30) is
strict. [

Lemma D.27 (Continuous Dy, have nonempty interior). For continuous 11D distributions
Dy Ib < ¢ 2 (b, 0)1S supp(Dx-up)-

Proof. Dy.ap = X 18I, Since the state reward distribution X is continuous, X must have
support on some open interval (4, ¢). Since Dy.pyp is 11D across states, (4, ¢) ISI ¢ supp(Dx-up)-
O

Definition D.28 (Bounded, continuous 11D reward). ®¢,p/up is the set of Dy.r;p which equal
X8I for some continuous, bounded-support distribution X over R.

Lemma D.29 (Expectation superiority lemma). Let A, B C RIS! pe finiteandlet g : R — R
be an increasing function. If B contains a copy B’ of ND (A) via ¢, then

T bT
s v

Furthermore, if ¢ is strictly increasing and ND (B) \ ¢ - ND (A) is non-empty, then eq. (D.37)
is strict for all Dx_p € Despup. In particular,

E

~Dipound

E

Dipound

: (D.37)

<
—most: Dypyund .

E

£~ Dipund

bT
e

Proof. Because g : R — R is increasing, it is measurable (as is max). Therefore, the relevant
expectations exist for all Dyoyng.
Suppose that Dpound issuch that By p, [ ¢ (maxpeg bTr)] < EBrppyg [ g (maxeqa’ r)] )

g (max a'r )] ;émost: Diound .. E

acAd Dipound

B :g [paroe) (D39)
S D _g (T&X aTr)] (D.40)
= D £ (rﬁlea? b'r ) ' (D.41)

93



Equation (D.38) follows by applying lemma D.26 with permutation ¢ and 4" := ND (4).
Equation (D.39) follows because involutions satisfy ¢! = @, and ¢ is therefore the identity.
Equation (D.40) follows because we assumed that

T T
g (%lea;b r) g (rileaxa r)] .

Equation (D.41) follows by applying lemma D.26 with permutation ¢ and and 4" := ND (4).
By lemma D.21, eq. (D.37) holds.
Suppose ¢ is strictly increasing and ND (B) \ B’ is non-empty. Let ¢ € Sig.

E

r~ Dbound

< E

r~ Dbound

E T = E T D.
r~52‘5/'(DX—IID g (rilezx 2 r) r~Dy.p g (IQ?EZX 2 r)] ( 42)
< E b’ D.
B felme D
= E b'r||. D.
B e D49

Equation (D.42) and eq. (D.44) hold because Dy.1p, distributes reward identically across
states: V@, € Sig| © v * Dxup = Dxonp- Bylemma D.27, 30 < ¢ = (b, c)|5| C supp(Dx-up)-
Therefore, apply lemma D.26 with 4" := ND (4) to conclude that eq. (D.43) holds.

Therefore, V¢' € S|+ Exvg- Dy [g (maxae aTr)] < Eeeg'- Dy [g (maxpep bTr)], and

0 Er Dy [g (maxaeA aTr)] 7 Bt Diyuna [g (maxbeg bTr)] by definition 4.21.

]

most: Dpound

Definition D.30 (Indicator function). Let L be a predicate which takes input x. 1) is the
function which returns 1 when L(x) is true, and 0 otherwise.

Lemma D.31 (Optimality probability inclusion relations). Lez X, Y & RIS be finite and
suppose Y' C Y.

PDuy X 2Y) <pop,, (X 2Y') <pop,, (XU (Y\Y') > Y)- (D.4s)

If3b < c: (b )8l ¢ supp(Diny), X € Y, and ND (Y) N (Y \ Y’) i5 non-empty, then the

second z'nequdl 1ty is strict.

Proof.
P Dy X=>Y):= r~Emy I:]]'maXXEX X r>maxyey YTI'] (D.46)
< r%my [ﬂmaxxgx XTr2maxycys yTr] (D.47)
< r“’%any [ﬂmaxxeXU(Y\Y’) xTrzmaxyey’ YTf] (D-48)
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- r~I‘ZE$any []lmaxxeXU(Y\Y’) xTr2maxyeyry(y\y’) yTr] (D.49)
- r~1753my [ﬂmaxxeXu(Y\Y/) xTr2maxyey yTr] (D.SO)
= (XU (1Y) 2 7). s

Equation (D.47) follows because Vr € RISI: L naxeey XTr>maxyer y'r < Linaxyex XTrzmaxyeys yTr
since Y’ C Y; note that eq. (D.47) equals pop,, (X > Y7), and so the first inequality of
eq. (D.4s) is shown. Equation (D.48) holds because

S] .
Vr € R ﬂmaxxeX x'r2maxyeyr y'r < ﬂmaxxeXU(y\Y/) xTr>maxyeyr b'r

Suppose b < ¢ : (b, 08l ¢ supp(Dany), X € ¥,and ND (¥Y) N (Y \ Y’) is non-empty.
Lety* € ND(Y) n (Y'\ Y’). By proposition D.2s, y* is strictly optimal on a subset of
supp(Dany) With positive measure under D,y In particular, for a set of r* with positive
measure under Dy, we have y*'r* > maxyey y ',

Then eq. (D.48) is strict, and therefore the second inequality of eq. (D.4s) is strictas well. [

Lemma D.32 (Optimality probability of similar linear functional sets). Let A, B, C C RISI pe
finite, and let Z C RIS! be such that ND (C) € Z C C. IfND (4) is similar to B’ C Bvia ¢

such that ¢ - (Z\ (B\B’)) =Z\ (B\ B), then

PD,, (A2 C) <pso,, (B=C). (D.52)

IfB' = B, then eq. (D.s2) is an equality. If Ab < ¢ = (b, c)l C supp(Dany), B € C, and
ND (C) N (B\ B') is non-empty, then eq. (D.s2.) is strict.

Proof.
PDuy (A2 C)=pop, (4 2Z) (D.s3)
= 7., (ND (4) > Z) (D.54)
< Py (ND (4) > 2\ (B\ B’)) (Dss)
= D5 Dy (¢ 'ND (4) > ¢-Z\ (B\ B’)) (D.56)
= peu, (B 22\ (B\B)) (Ds7)
< povay (B U (B\B) 2 2) (D.s8)
= Pp- Dy (B2 C). (D.59)

Equation (D.s3) and eq. (D.59) follow by lemma D.r7’s item 2 with X := C, X" := Z. Simi-
larly, eq. (D.s54) follows by lemma D.17’s item 2 with X := 4, X" := ND (A4). Equation (D.ss)
follows by applying the first inequality of lemma D31 with X := ND (4),Y = Z Y’ =
Z \ (B\ B'). Equation (D.56) follows by applying lemma D.22 to eq. (D.53) with permutation

é.
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Equation (D.s7) follows by our assumptions on ¢. Equation (D.s8) follows because by
applying the second inequality of lemma D31 with X := B, Y := ND (C), Y’ := ND (C) \
(B\ B).

Suppose B’ = B. Then B\ B’ = 0, and so eq. (D.s5) and eq. (D.s8) are trivially equalities.
Then eq. (D.s2) is an equality.

Suppose 36 < ¢ : (b, 0)lsl ¢ supp(Dany); note that (4, o)l ¢ supp(¢ + Dany), since
such support must be invariant to permutation. Further suppose that B C C and that
ND (C) N (B\ B') is non-empty. Then lettingX = B,Y = Z, Y’ = Z\ (B\ B) and
noting that ND (ND (Z)) = ND (Z), apply lemma D.31 to eq. (D.s8) to conclude that
eq. (D.s2) is strict. [

Lemma D.33 (Optimality probability superiority lemma). Let 4, B, C C RIS pe finite,
and let Z satisfy ND (C) € Z € C. If B contains a copy B’ of ND (A4) via ¢ such that

é- (Z\ (B\ B,)) =Z\ (B\ B), thenpo,, (4> C) <_ D, PP (B> Q).
IfB" € Cand ND (C) N (B \ B’) is non-empty, then the inequality is strict for all Dy p €
Deowmp ﬂndP‘DMy 420) émost: Diany P‘Dﬂny (8= C).

Proof. Suppose Dyyy is such thatpop,, (B 2 C) < pop,, (4 = C).

PpDyy (A2 C) =pgrp, (42 C) (D.60)
< POy (B2 C) (D.61)
< PDyy (A 2 C) (D.62)
< pppy,, (B2 C). (D.63)

Equation (D.60) holds because ¢ is an involution. Equation (D.61) and eq. (D.63) hold by
applying lemma D.32 with permutation ¢. Equation (D.62) holds by assumption. Therefore,
POy (A2 C) < o PD,y (B2 C)bylemmaD.ar.

. any

Suppose B/ € Cand ND (C) N (B \ B’) is non-empty, and let Dy.;;p, be any continuous

distribution which distributes reward independently and identically across states. Let ¢" € Sig.

¢ Dy (A 2 C) = poy,, (42 C) (D.64)
<P¢'DX-HD (B 2 C) (D.6S)
:P¢/’(DX»IID (A Z C) . (D.66)

Equation (D.64) and eq. (D.66) hold because Dy, distributes reward identically across
states, Vo, € Sig| : ¢x * Dy = Dxaw- By lemma D2y, 3b < ¢ : (4, c)|5| C supp(Dx-up)-
Therefore, apply lemma D.32 to conclude that eq. (D.6s) holds. Therefore, V¢’ € Sig :
P Dy (A 2 C) < pyrpy,,, (B2 C). Inparticular,pp,, (4 2 C) £ Doy PD.y (B2 C)
by definition 4.21. l

Lemma D.34 (Limit probability inequalities which hold for most distributions). Lez/ C R,
let ® C A(RICg |) be closed under permutation, and let F4, Fp, Fc be finite sets of vector functions
I RIS Ler y be a limit point of I such that

(D) = ykir_)npr (Fs(y") = Fe ("),
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(D) = 7Lir_)nyp7) (Fay") = Fe(y"))

are well-defined for all ‘D € .
Let Fz satisfy ND (F¢) € Fz C Fc. Suppose Fg contains a copy of Fy via ¢ such that

g (FZ \ (Fg\ ¢ FA)) = Fy\ (Fs\ ¢ Fi). Then o(D) <, o Ai(D).
Proof. Suppose D € D is such that /45 (D) > f/i(D).

f#-D)=f (57" D) (D67)
= yl*iE}y P (Fa(y") = Fe(y") (D.68)
< yl*iglyp(p (Fs(y") = Fe (") (D.69)
< lim po (Fa(y") = Fc (") (D.70)
< lim pp (F5(y") = Fe(y)) (D.71)
=fil¢- D). (D.72)

By the assumption that D is closed under permutation and f; is well-defined for all D € D,
f2(¢ - D) is well-defined. Equation (D.67) follows since ¢ = ¢! because ¢ is an involution.
Forall y* € I,let A := F4(y*), B == Fp(y*), C = Fc(y*), Z := Fz(y") (by definition D.18,
ND (C) € Z € C). Since ¢ - 4 C B by assumption, and since ND (4) € A4, B also
contains a copy of ND (4) via ¢. Furthermore, ¢ - (Z\ (B\ ¢ A)) =Z\(B\¢-4)
(by assumption), and so apply lemma D.32 to conclude that ps1.q, (Fa(y*) = Fe(y*)) <
po (Fp(y*) = Fo(y*)). Therefore, the limit inequality eq. (D.69) holds. Equation (D.70)
follows because we assumed that f1 (D) < f2(D). Equation (D.71) holds by reasoning similar
to that given for eq. (D.69).

Therefore, /(D) > fi(D) implies that /5 (¢ - D) < fi (¢ - D), and so apply lemma D.21
to conclude that /5(D) <~ fi(D). H

Fud RESULTS

Proposition D.35 (How to transfer optimal policy sets across discount rates). Suppose reward
function R has optimal policy set TT* (R, 7/) atdiscountratey € (0,1). Foranyy™ € (0,1), wecan
construct a reward function R’ such that 11* (R', y*) = II* (R, y). Furthermore, V3, (- 7*) =

Vi (57)-
Proof. Let R be any reward function. Suppose y* € (0, 1) and construct R'(s) = V' (s7) -
7/* max,e.4 E:'~T(:,a) [V; (5,1 7)] .

Let 7 € I1 be any policy. By the definition of optimal policies, z € IT* (R, y*) iff for all 5:

R'(s)+y" E [V;, («, y*)] =R'(s)+y max E [V;, («, y*)] (D.73)

5/~T(,r,7r(_v)) a€cd s'~T (s,a)
RO+ B o V(] =R @ +ymax B [Vz(52)]  (D74)
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Y E )] =ymax B [Vp ()] (D.75)

J’~T(5,7r(_r)) R a€cA ' ~T (s,a)
B = B (V). D76

By the Bellman equations, R'(s) = V5, (5, 7*) — 7" maxsecs By~ 1) [V;, (. 7%) ] By the

definition of R’, V%, (- 7*) = V (- y) must be the unique solution to the Bellman equations
for R” at y*. Therefore, eq. (D.74) holds. Equation (D.7s) follows by plugging in R’ :=

Ve (5, ;/) — ¥y maxseq By (s [V % (J' , ;/)] to eq. (D.74) and doing algebraic manipulation.

Equation (D.76) follows because y* > 0.
Equation (D.76) shows that 7 € IT* (R/, y*) iff

Ve: E [Vz (&57)] = my B [Vz (55 7)]-

That is, = € IT* (R’, ;/*) iff r € IT* (R, 7). O
Definition D.36 (Evaluating sets of visit distribution functions at y). For y € (0, 1), define

F(sy) = {f) | f€ F)}and Faa(sy) = {£@) | f € Faa(s)}. IFF C F(s), then
F(y) ={f(y) | f € F}.

Lemma D.37 (Non-domination across y values for mixtures of f). Let Ay € A (R|5|) be
any state distribution and let F = {E,dNAd [£74] | = € H}. f € ND (F) ifVy* € (0,1) :
£(y*) € ND (F(y")).

Proof. Let£f™ € ND (F) be strictly optimal for reward function R at discount rate y € (0, 1):

f7(») 'r> max f”,(;/)Tr. (D.77)
£ eF\{f7}

Let y* € (0,1). By proposition D.3s, there exists R’ such that IT* (R’, »*) = IT* (R, 7).
Since the optimal policy sets are equal, lemma D.6 implies that

f7(5)7r > max 7 ()Y (D.78)
£7' eF\{f"}

Therefore, £7(y*) € ND (F(y*)).

The reverse direction follows by the definition of ND (F). O
Lemma D38 (Vy € (0,1) : d € Fra(s, ) iffd € ND (F (s, 7))).
Proof. By definition D.36, Fpd(s, ¥) = {f (») | £ e ND (F(s) } By applying lemma D.37
with A, = e, f € ND (F(s)) iff Vy € (0,1) : £(y) € ND (F(s,7)). O
Lemma D39 (Vy € [0,1) : V (5 7) = maxgeg, ) £() Tx).

Proof. ND (F(s5,7)) = Fad(s, ¥) by lemma D.38, so apply corollary D.16 with X := F (s, ).
O
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D.4.2 SOME ACTIONS HAVE GREATER PROBABILITY OF BEING OPTIMAL

Lemma D.40 (Optimal policy shift bound). Forfixed R, I1* (R, y) can take on at most (2 | S|+
1), (|T2(5)|) distinct values over y € (0, 1).

Proof. Bylemma D.6, IT* (R, 7) changes value iff there is a change in optimality status for some
visit distribution function at some state. Lippman [48] showed that two visit distribution
functions can trade off optimality status at most 2 |§| + 1 times. At each state s, there are

(l77 2(S)|) such pairs. O

Proposition D.41 (Optimality probability’s limits exist). Let F € F(s). PfDﬂny (E0) =
limy_>0 PDW (F, ;/) and PDW (E1) = lim, Pq)ﬂ (F, y).

Proof. First consider the limit as y — 1. Let D,y have probability measure Fypy, and define
3(y) = Funy ({R eRS | Tpy* € [51) : II* (R y*) # IT* (R, 1)}) Since Funy is a probability
measure, d(y) is bounded [0, 1], and §() is monotone decreasing. Therefore, lim,—,; 9(y)
exists.

Iflim,_,; 3(y) > 0, then there exist reward functions whose optimal policy sets IT* (R, y)
never converge (in the discrete topology on sets) to IT* (R, 1), contradicting lemma D.40. So
lim, 1 9(y) = 0.

By the definition of optimality probability (definition 4.9) and of J(y), | P@my (Ey) -
P<Dmy (1) ] < d(p). Since lim, 1 d(y) = 0, lim, P(Dmy (Ey) =P, (E1).

any

A similar proof shows that lim,, 0 P@my (By) = P@my (£ 0). O

Lemma D.42 (Optimality probability identity). Lety € (0,1) and let F C F (s).

(BEy)=po (F(y) 2 Fs 7)) = por (F(y) 2 Taals 7). (D.79)

Proof. Lety € (0,1).

@amy

Fp,, (B7) = B (37 e Fimemr () (D.80)
- r~]‘%my [lmaxfef £(y) Tr=maxgr () f’(V)Tr] (D.81)
= rw]qE;my [ﬂmnfep £(y)Tr=maxgrer () f'(y)Tr] (D.82)
= por (F(y) 2 Fra(s 7). (D.83)

Equation (D.81) follows because lemma D.6 shows that 7 is optimal iff it induces an optimal
visit distribution f at every state. Equation (D.82) follows because Vr € RIS

max f'(y)'r= max f'(y)'r
f'eF (5) (7) freFha(s) (7)

by lemma D.39. [
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D.4.3 BASIC PROPERTIES OF POWER

Lemma D.43 (PoWER identities). Lezy € (0, 1).

1-—
R N e s
-—L [V& (57) = R(5)] (D.8s)
}/ £~ Dipound R 7 .
- -y Ve, (sy)- E  [RO] (D.86)
7/ Dhound 7/ R~Dpoyna )
- RN%E;ound gleaﬁ( 5’~TEW(J)) [(1 - 7/) VR (S ’ 7/)] ] ’ (D’87)
Proof-
. -y T
POWER(Dbound (‘f’ 7) = rN(gE}; . frerljg()i) 7/ (f(?/) - e;) r (DSS)
1-y T
= i £(y) —e D.
r"Dbound fE_rl%ii)zj) 7/ ( (7/) ¢ ) r] ( 89)
- - , )
= i £(y) —e D.
rN(Dbound 7frerl_7‘§-()§) 7 ( (7/) ¢ ) r] ( 90)
==L =® [k (57) = RG] (D.o1)
7 rN(Dbound R 7/ *
= -y Vi (; ) - E [R(_y)] (D.92)
7 Doound 7 R~Dhound 9
= E E 1= £ ()T D.
r~Dpound ry?e%')[( I’NT(JJZ(J)) [( 7/) (7/) r] 7 ( 93)
- ngyound r;lear)li :’~TEW(—V)) [(1 - 7) VR (S ’ 7)] | ’ (D'94)

Equation (D.89) follows from lemma D.39. Equation (D.91) follows from the dual formu-
lation of optimal value functions. Equation (D.92) holds by the definition of V%b (57)

(definition 4.11). Equation (D.93) holds because £#°(y) = e, + Y By 1 (s2(9) [f s’ (7)] by the

ound

definition of a visit distribution function (definition 4.3).

Definition D.44 (Discount-normalized value function). Let 7 be a policy, R a reward func-
tion, and s a state. Fory € [0, 1], Vg (57) = limy . (1= ") Vg (s 7).
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Lemma D.45 (Normalized value functions have uniformly bounded derivative). There exists

%/ V;é norm (’f’ 7)‘ <

K > 0 such that for all reward functions r € RIS, SUP,e g rellye[0,1]
K ||r|l;.

Proof. Let 7 be any policy, 5 a state, and R a reward function. Since
VR nom (57) = i (1 yE (),
d yr

d_}/ VR, norm
function’s gradient is bounded in infinity norm.

By lemma D.9, £7°(y) is a multivariate rational function on y. Therefore, for any state s’,

(5 ) is controlled by the behavior of lim,+_,, (1 — y*)f™(y*). We show that this

7 (y)Tey = % in reduced form. By proposition D.8,0 < £™(y) ey < ﬁ Thus, Q
may only have a root of multiplicity 1 aty = 1,and Q(y) # O fory € [0,1). Let /() =
L =f™ () Tey.

If Q(1) # 0, then the derivative £ (y) is bounded on y € [0, 1) because the polynomial
(1 = )P (y) cannot diverge on a bounded domain.

If Q(1) = 0, then factor out the rootas Q(y) = (1 =) Q" (y).

oy 4 [A=pPQ)
fy(?’)‘dy( 00) ) o
_d(rp
dy (Q*(y) .
_ MM - (@Y WPY) (D.97)
(Q(»)? | ”

Since Q*(y) is a polynomial with no roots ony € [0,1], £/ (y) is bounded on y € [0, 1).

Therefore, whether or not Q(y) has a root at y = 1, f(y) is bounded on y € [0,1).
Furthermore, SUP,c[o,1) ||V(1 — ;/)f”’f(;/)”Oo = SUp (o) MAXyes lﬂ (;/)| is finite since there
are only finitely many states.

There are finitely many z € II, and finitely many states 5, and so there exists some K’ such

thatsup  seg ||V(1 - ;/)f”’"‘(;/)”OO < K’. Then ||V(1 - ;/)f”’f(;/)”1 <|SIK = K.
7w€llye[0,1)

d d
sup  |—Vg oo (57 sup  |— lim (1—=»") V7 (57"
S, d}/ R,norm ) s, d}/ yoy R ( )
wellye[0,1) mellye[0,1)

(D.9o8)

d
= su —(1— )Vﬂ S,
up | =NV b7)
nell,ye[0,1)

= sup |V(1 - y)fm(;/)Tr| (D.100)
nerf,iceg’[o,n

sup ||V = nE= )], llrlly (D.101)

SES,
nell,ye[0,1)

IA
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<K |rl]y. (D.102)

Equation (D.99) holds because V7 (s ) is continuous on y € [0, 1) by corollary D.10.
Equation (D.1o1) holds by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

Since )%/ V2 norm (s }/)‘ is bounded for all y € [0, 1), eq. (D.102) also holds fory — 1. [

Lemma 4.13 (Continuity of POWER). POWER,,, , (5, %) is Lipschitz continuonson’y € [0, 1].

Proof. Let b, ¢ be such that supp(Dypound) € [ ¢] IS, For any r € supp( Dpound) and 7 € II,
VE vorm (5 7) has Lipschitz constant X [|r|l; < K|S|[Itlloe < K S| max(|e|, |6]) ony €

(0,1) by lemma D.4s.

For;/ € (O’ 1)’ POWER‘Dbound (5’ 7/) = ERN(Dbound mMaXzell Ej/"T(S,?I(J)) [(1 - 7) Vg (5/’ 7/):|:|

by eq. (D.94). The expectation of the maximum of a set of functions which share a Lipschitz
constant, also shares the Lipschitz constant. This shows that Powerq,_, (s 7) is Lipschitz
continuous on ¥ € (0,1). Thus, its limits are well-defined as y — 0 and y — 1. So it is
Lipschitz continuous on the closed unit interval. [

Proposition 4.14 (Maximal PowER). POWER®),, , (5, 7) < Br~o,,,,, [maxes R(s) ], with
equality if s can deterministically reach all states in one step and all states are 1-cycles.

Proof. Lety € (0,1).

p , V) = E E 1-9)V5 (s, D.
ovmnp, ()= B |mx B [a-prit)] (D.103)
oo R 7”7
< E max E (1- 7)M (D.104)
R~Dhound | 7€ '~T (5,7(s)) 1-y
= E R(|. D.
RN(l)bound |:-1;/l€a§ (5 )] ( IOS)

Equation (D.103) follows from lemma D.43. Equation (D.104) follows because V', (s, 7) <

ax; le_cg}/R(x )
limits, the inequality holds for all y € [0, 1].

Suppose that s can deterministically reach all states in one step and all states are 1-cycles.

Then eq. (D.104) is an equality for all y € (0, 1), since for each R, the agent can select an action

which deterministically transitions to a state with maximal reward. Thus the equality holds for

ally € [0,1]. 0

,as no policy can do better than achieving maximal reward at each time step. Taking

Lemma D.46 (Lower bound on current POWER based on future POwWER).

PowERg,,, (57) > (1-p)min E [R(S)]+ymax E [Powekrg,,, (v,7)].
a ¢~T(sa), a §~T(sa)
RN(Dbound

(D.106)
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Proof. Lety € (0,1) andleta* € argmax, Ey_7(,,) [PowERg, ., (+,7)]-

POWER®D),,4 (5 7) (D.107)
=1~ E |7z (5 D.108
( 7/) R~ Dbomncl |:mﬂax s'~T(s,a) [ R (-Y 7/)]] ( 1o )
> (1- E | B [ D.
a-pmws, £ | B 6 2l (D105
=(1-y) max J/N;]"E(M) k V%bmd («, ;/)] (D.110)
— / 7 /
=(1-y) m;lxJ ~;]:E(m) RN%ound [R (s )] + T yPOWERrDbound («, 7)] (D.11)
>(1-y)  E E [R(J/)] + LPOWERD (&, 7) (D.ar2)
- J‘/~T(_€,ﬂ*) RNDbnund 1 _ 7 bound
>(1-y) mm p T( [R(s )] y ~T(:a*) [POWER@bOHnd (s, 7,)] ) (D.113)
R Dbound

Equation (D.108) holds by lemma D.43. Equation (D.109) follows because

E [max f(a, x)

x~X

> max xI~EX [f(&l, x)]

by Jensen’s inequality, and eq. (D.111) follows by lemma D.43.
The inequality also holds when we take the limits y — O ory — 1. 0

Proposition 4.15 (POWER is smooth across reversible dynamics). Let Diyyyna be bounded [ b, c].
Suppose s and 5" can both reach each other in one step with probability 1.

|POWERD170und (S’ y) POWER{Dbound | < (C - b)(l - 7) (4'7)

/

Proof: Lety € [0, 1]. First consider the case where POWERg, , (5 7) = PowERg, ., (¥, 7).

Powerg,, ., (>7) = (1 —y) min / [R ()] +ymax  E  [PowErg,,, (50 7)]
a s, T( a s ~T(s,a)
R~ (Dbound

(D.1ig)
> (1-7)b+yPowerg,, ., (57). (D.115)

Equation (D.114) follows by lemma D.46. Equation (D.115) follows because reward is lower-
bounded by & and because s” can reach s in one step with probability 1.

|POWERDb0und (5’ }/) - POWER@bound (5,’ 7)| (D'IIG)
= POWER(Dbound (J’ 7) - POWER(Dbound (J,’ }/) (D'II7)
< PowERrg, ., (57) — ((1 — )b+ yPowERg, ., (5 ;/)) (D.ui8)
=(1-y) (PO\WER@bound (s57) - b) (D.119)
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<(1-y) ( E [maxR(s")] - b) (D.r20)

R~Dypound |5”€S

< (A=) (c—b). (D.121)

Equation (D.117) follows because

4

POWER(Dbound (S’ 7) Z POWER@bound (5 > }/) :

Equation (D.118) follows by eq. (D.115). Equation (D.120) follows by proposition 4.14. Equa-
tion (D.121) follows because reward under Dyoynd is upper-bounded by c.

The case where POWERq, , (5, 7) < POWERg,_, (¢, ) is similar, leveraging the fact that
s can also reach 5 in one step with probability 1. O
D.4.4 SEEKING POWER IS OFTEN MORE PROBABLE UNDER OPTIMALITY

KEEPING OPTIONS OPEN TENDS TO BE POWER-SEEKING AND TENDS TO BE OPTIMAL

Definition D.47 (Normalized visit distribution function). Letf : [0,1) — RIS be a vector
function. Fory € [0,1], Norwm (f, y) = lim,«—,, (1 — y*)f(y") (this limit need not exist for
arbitrary f). If F is a set of such f, then NorM (F, ;/) = {NORM (f, 7/) | f € F}.

Remark. RSD (5) = Norwm (F(s), 1).

Lemma D. 48 (Normalized visit distribution functions are continuous). Let A; € A(S) be a

state probability distribution, let w € 11, and let £* = E,.a, [£']. NorM (f " 7) is continuous
ony € [0,1].
Proof-
Norwum (f*,y) = lim (1 -y IE"Z [f”"(;/*)] (D.122)
V= S~R
= E [lim (1-y)f™(y") (D.123)
5~AJ 7*_)7
= ]% [NORM (£, ;/)] . (D.124)

Equation (D.123) follows because the expectation is over a finite set. Each % € F(s) is
continuous on y € [0,1) by lemma D.g, and lim,+; (1 — y*)f™(y*) exists because RsDs
are well-defined [68]. Therefore, each Norwm (£, y) is continuous on y € [0, 1]. Lastly,
eq. (D.124)’s expectation over finitely many continuous functions is itself continuous. ]

Lemma D.49 (Non-domination of normalized visit distribution functions). Let A; € A(S)

be a state probability distribution and let F = {EJNAJ [f] | = € H}. Forally € [0,1],
ND (NORM (£ }/)) C NorM (ND (F), y), with equality when y € (0, 1).
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Proof. Supposey € (0,1).

ND (NORM (E ;/)) = ND ((1- ) F(7)) (D.12s)
= (1-y)ND (F(y)) (D.126)
=(1-y) (ND(F) () (D.127)
= Norum (ND (F), y). (D.128)

Equation (D.125) and eq. (D.128) follow by the continuity of NorM (£, y) (lemma D.48).
Equation (D.126) follows by lemma D.20 item 1. Equation (D.127) follows by lemma D.37.

Lety = 1. Letd € ND (Norwm (£ 1)) be strictly optimal for r* € RIS Thenlet Fy C F
be the subset of f € F such that Norwm (f, 1) = d.

max Norm (£, 1)Tr* > max Norwm (f,1)" r". (D.129)
feFy f/eF\Fy

Since NorwM (f; 1) is continuous at ¥ = 1 (lemma D.48), x " r* is continuous on x € RISI,
and £ is finite, eq. (D.129) holds for some y* € (0, 1) sufficiently close to ¥ = 1. By lemma D.1s,
at least one f € Fy is an element of ND (F(»*)). Then by lemma D.37, f € ND (F). We
conclude that ND (Norwm (£ 1)) € Norm (ND (F), 1).

The case for y = 0 proceeds similarly. m

Lemma D.so (PoOwWER limit identity). Lety € [0,1].

A ¥

. 7 " T
max lim f —¢) r]. D.izo
pax lim —3 (FG) —e) (D.130)

POWERDbﬂund (5’ 7/) = E
~Diound

Proof. Lety € [0,1].

PowERrg,, , (57) = lim Powerg, ., (57") (D.131)
oy
. -7 * T
=lim E max f —e) r D.i32
7 =y 1~ Dpound |£€F0a(s)  ¥* ( (7/ ) ) ( 2)
. -7 * T _
= E lim max . (FG&)—e) r (D.133)

r~Dypound 7* -y fe%d (5) 7

%

. Y % T
= E max lim f —-e) rf. D.1
rNKDbound »feﬁld(f) y*_)}/ ;/* ( (7/ ) ) ( 34)

Equation (D.131) follows since POWER®, , (5, ) is continuous on y € [0, 1] by lemma 4.13.
Equation (D.132) follows by lemma D.43.

Fory* € (0,1), let f+(r) = maxges, () 1;—*7* (FG*) - ej)T r. For any sequence y, — 7,

o0
(f},n) is a sequence of functions which are piecewise linear on r € RIS which means
n=1

they are continuous and therefore measurable. Since lemma D.9g shows that each f € F4,4(s)
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oo

is multivariate rational on »* (and therefore continuous on y*), {f},ﬂ} converges point-

Vi (570) = RO)| < 14 IRl and so [f, ()

< g(r) < |Irllo = g(r), which is measurable. Therefore, ap-

wise to limit function f,. Furthermore,

EAAARIIO)

ply Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem to conclude that eq. (D.133) holds. Equa-
tion (D.134) holds because max is a continuous function. ]

Lemma D.sx (Lemma for POWER superiority). Let Ay, Ay € A(S) be state probability dis-
tributions. Fori = 1,2, let Fp, = {;/_1 Ein, [f7 —¢,] | 7 € H}. Suppose Fp, contains
a copy of ND (Fp,) via ¢. Then ¥y € [0,1] : E,.a, [PowErg,,, (51,7)]

EJZ"’AZ [POWERDb(mrLd ('YZ’ 7/)]'
IfND (Fp,) \ ¢ - ND (Fa,) is non-empty, then for all y € (0,1), the inequality is strict for all
Dx-ip € Deypmp and By -a, [POWERD,, , (51.7)] 2.0 D, ) Bty [PowERrg,,,, (52.7)]-
These results also hold when replacing Fa, with Fy = {E;P A 7] | e H} fori=1,2.

Proof-

<
—most: Db,mm[

¢ ND (Nowwm (F, y)) C 4- Norm (ND (Fa,), 7) (D.135)
= {P¢ lim (1=7)f() | £ € ND (FAI)} (D.136)
_ { lim (1= )PA() | € ND (FAI)} (Duiz7)
- { lim (1)) | £ € F;ub} (D.138)
C {;/l*igl)/(l —yf(GY) | f e FAZ} (D.139)
= Norwm (Fa, 7). (D.140)

Equation (D.135) follows by lemma D.49. Equation (D.137) follows because Py is a continuous
linear operator. Equation (D.139) follows by assumption.

1 _ sk
E [PowErp,,, (s,7)] = E |max lim 4 (£ (") - exl)T r (D.141)
s1~Aq s~y well 7*_)7 7*
rNDbound
= E li E [f(*) —e,| r| (D.
r"(Dbound I;?Ear)[( 7*11_1;17 7/* J'1"A1 [ (7/ ) ¢ l] r ( 142)
= E max d'r (D.143)
1~ Dhound dENORM(FAl,}/)
= E max d'r (D.144)
r~(Dbound
dEND(NORM(FAI,)/))
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E max d'r (D.14s)

= : D
most: Ypound r~Dpound deNorM (FA 7)
2

k

= E |max lim E [f””2 () - exZ]T r

(D.146)
r~ (Dbound well }/* -y }/* 52~A2

1 _ k
= E |[max lim 4 (£ (") - ejz)T r] (D.147)
sa~Ay, well }/*—>}/ 7/*
r~Dhpound -
= ]E,A [PowErg,,,., (52.7)]- (D.148)
$2~02

Equation (D.141) and eq. (D.148) follow by lemma D.so. Equation (D.142) and eq. (D.147)
follow because each R has a stationary deterministic optimal policy = € IT* (R, ;/) C IT which
simultaneously achieves optimal value at all states. Equation (D.144) follows by corollary D.16.

Apply lemma D.29 with 4 := NorMm (FAp }/) ,B = NorM (FAZ, 7/), ¢ the identity func-
tion, and involution ¢ (satisfying ¢ - ND (4) C B by eq. (D.140)) in order to conclude that
eq. (D.145) holds.

Suppose that ND (Fa, ) \ ¢-ND (Fa, ) is non-empty; let 7 | := ¢-ND (Fy,). LemmaD.37
shows that forall ¥ € (0,1), ND (Fa, (7)) \ F! () is non-empty. Lemma D.20 item 1 then

implies that ND (B) \ ¢ - 4 = 1%/ (ND (Fa, () — e,) \ (?FS/ub (7/)) is non-empty. Then
lemma D.29 implies that for all y € (0,1), eq. (D.145) is strict for all Dy_i;p € De/p/up and

E51~A1 [POWER(Dbound (’yl’ 7)] ;—émost: Dbound EJZ’VAZ [POWERDbound (52’ }/)] °
We show that this result’s preconditions holding for F} implies the Fa; preconditions.

Suppose Fy = {]ESZ.NAZ. [£77] | = € H} fors =1, 2aresuchthat £\ := ¢-ND (FZI) C FZZ.

In the following, the A; are represented as vectors in RIS and y is a variable.

¢ {yf | £ eND (Fa,)} =¢- (ND (FZ1 - Al)) (D.149)
=g (ND (Fgl) - AI) (D.1so)
- {P¢f ~P,A | f € ND (FZI)} (Dasy)
c {f _A | fe Fg2} (D.is2)
= {yf | f € Fa,}. (Dus3)

Equation (D.150) follows from lemma D.20 item 2. Since we assumed that ¢ - ND (FA*l) -

Fr ¢ {Ai}=¢- (ND (le) (0)) C FZZ(O) = {A;}. This implies that PsA; = A; and so

eq. (D.152) follows.
Equation (D.153) shows that ¢ - {;/f | £ € ND (FAl)} c {;/f | f € FAz}- But we then

have § - {y£ | £ € ND (Fy)} = {yPsf | £ ND (Fa)| = {f |fe ¢ ND(Fp)} C
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{yf | £ € Fn,}. Thus, ¢ - ND (Fp,) C Fa,.
Suppose ND (FZZ) \¢-ND (le) is non-empty, which implies that

- {yf|f €ND (F)} = {P¢f —P,A | f € ND (le)} (Du1s4)

_ {f ~P,A | feg-ND (FZI)} (D.sss)

C {f _ A, | £ eND (FZZ)} (D.156)

= {/f | £ e ND (Fy,)}. (D.1s7)

Then ND (Fa,) \ ¢ - ND (Fja,) must be non-empty. Therefore, if the preconditions of this
result are met for FZ}_, they are met for Fj,. ]

Proposition 4.22 (States with “more options” have more POwWER). / 5) contains a copy o
P 4 p Yy

Fnd(s") via ¢, then Vy € [0,1] : POWERp,,, (5 ¥) 250 POWERD, (5, 7). If Fnd(s) \ ¢ -
Fnd(s”) is non-empty, then for all y € (0, 1), the converse <, statement does not hold.

—most
Proof. LetFgp, = ¢-Fnd(s") € F(s). LetA; i= ey, Ay = e, anddeﬁneFZl_ = {EIZWAZ. (7] | = € H}

for7 =1,2. Then Fq(s") = ND (FZI) is similar to Fyp = F) | C FZZ = F(s) via involution

¢. Apply lemma D.s1 to conclude that

V}/ € [0’ 1] : POWER@bound (S/’ 7/) Smost: Dbound POWER@bonnd (5’ 7/) :

Furthermore, F,4(s) = ND (FZZ), and Fy, = F) |, and so if Fna(s) \ ¢ - Faa(s) =
Fod(5) \ Fey = ND (FZZ) \ £ is non-empty, then lemma D.s51 shows that for all y €

(0,1), the inequality is strict for all Dy.;p € De/pup and POWERD, (5’, 7/) 2 ost Doy

POWER(Dbound (_S‘, 7/)' =

Lemma D.s2 (Non-dominated visit distribution functions never agree with other visit distri-

bution functions at that state). Lerf € Frgq(s), £ € F(s) \ {f}. Vy € (0,1) : £(y) # £ ().

Proof. Lety € (0,1). Since £ € Fp4(s), there exists a y* € (0, 1) at which f is strictly optimal
for some reward function. Then by proposition D.3s, we can produce another reward function
for which £ is strictly optimal at discount rate y; in particular, proposition D.35 guarantees that

the policies which induce f” are not optimal at y. So £ (y) # £/ (y). H

Corollary D.s3 (Cardinality of non-dominated visit distributions). Let F' € F'(s). Vy €
(0,1) : |F N Fra ()| = [F(7) 0 Faals ).

Proof. Lety € (0,1). By applying lemma D.37 with A; = e, f € Fnd(s) = ND (F(s))
iff f(y) € ND (F(s,7)). By lemma D.38, ND (F (5, %)) = Fnd(s5 7). Soall f € F N Fra(s)
induce f(y) € F(y) N Fad(s ), and |F N ﬁld(s)| > |F()/) N Fad(s 7)|

Lemma D.s2 implies that for all £, f" € F,q(s), £ = £ iff f(y) = £'(y). Therefore,
[F 0 Faal6)] < [FG) 0 Faas )] S0 |F 0 Faa0)] = [F) 0 Faals ) =

108



Lemma D.s4 (Optimality probability and state bottlenecks). Lezr X := ReacH (s,4") U
REeAcH (5, a). Suppose that s can reach X, but only by taking actions equivalent to a’ or a at state

S Fgg = Fodls | #(8") =a'), F, .= F (s | (') = a). Suppose F, contains a copy of F,q .
via ¢ which fixes all states not belonging to X. Then Vy € [0,1] : P@W (Fudarr 7)
P@m (Fd, }/).

If Frd(s) N (EZ \¢- Fnd,ﬂf) is non-empty, then for all y € (0, 1), the inequality is strict for
all Dx_yp € Despyun, and PDany (Fnd,a’; 7) ;émost: Doy P@M}, (Fa: }’)

<
—most: D,y

P}"OOf.‘ Let Foyp = ¢ Fnd,a’- Let F* := U a’ecA: FGlal)=a")u Fnd,a’ U Fb.
(a"iya)/\(a”}tjla')

¢ F* = ¢- U FGs | 77(5/) = ﬂ”) U Fnd,a’ U Fyub (D'ISS)
a’’€cA:
(a"iya)/\(a"s:"jra')

= |J ¢ FCIn) =) U Faw) V(3 Fu)  (Daso)

a'’ecA:
(a”fj/oz)/\(d”séf/a’)
= U ¢ ’ ?‘(‘; | ”(5,) = d”) U Fsub U Fnd,a’ (DIGO)
a'’ecA:
(ﬂ”fj/d)/\(d”'fjfd’)
= ) FGIn) =a") U Fuw U Faw (D.161)
a'’ecA:
(a”%ya)/\(a"iya')
= F (D.162)

Equation (D.160) follows because the involution ¢ ensures that ¢- Fyp, = Frq 7. By assumption,
¢ fixes all & ¢ REAcH (5, 4’) U REACH (s, 2). Suppose £ € F(s) \ (Fager U F,). By the
bottleneck assumption, f does not visit states in REACH (s, 2”) U REACH (5, 2). Therefore,
Pyf = £, and so eq. (D.161) follows.

Let Fz = (F()\ (F(s| 7(s) =4’) UFE,)) U Foqnr U F,. By definition, Fz € F(s).
Furthermore, Foa(s) = U, ey FaaCs | 7(5) = @) € (F(6) \ (FG | 7(5) =) UED) U
Fod(s | 7(s) =a’) UE, = Fz,and so Fpq(s) C Fz. Notethat F* = F \ (F, \ Fup).

Case:y € (0,1).

Po,, (Foda¥) = POy (Fada (7) 2 F (5 7)) (D.163)
Smost: Dany pDany (Fﬂ (7/) 2 7(-‘: 7)) (DI64)
= Pi)my (Fadarr 7) - (D.16s)

Equation (D.163) and eq. (D.165) follow from lemma D.42. Equation (D.164) follows by
applying lemma D.33 with 4 = Fq. (), B = Fuw(y), B == F,(),C = F(sy),Z =
Fz(y) which satisfies ND (C) = Fpq(s,¥) € Fz(y) € F (s y) = C, and involution ¢ which

satisfies ¢ - F*(y) = ¢ - (Z\ (B\B')) =Z\ (B\ B) = F*(»).
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Suppose Fnd(s) N (F, \ Fyp) is non-empty.

0 < |Fad(®) N (Fx \ Faun)| = |Fad(s ) 0 (E() \ Fan())| = [ND (C) n (B\ B)|,

(with the first equality holding by corollary D.s3), and so ND (C) N (B '\ B’) is non-empty.
We also have B := F,(y) C F (5 ¥) = C. Then reapplying lemma D.33, eq. (D.164) is strict
for all Dy yip € De/p/mw, and P@my (Fnd,a’) 7) 2most: Diny Pq Dany (Fa; }’)

Case:y=1,y=0.

Py (Fadars 1) = Jim Po,, (Fodar 7") (D.166)
= 713211}’f0my (Fagr ) = Fls 7)) (D.167)
S moss Dy W1 2Dy (Fay") 2 F (5 7") (D.168)
= 11211P Dany (E, ") (D.169)
=Pq, (£ 1). (D.170)

any
Equation (D.166) and eq. (D.r70) hold by proposition D.41. Equation (D.167) and eq. (D.169)
follow by lemma D.42. Applying lemma D.34 with y := 1,1 := (0,1), Fy = Fpq., Fp =
F,, Fc = F(s), Fz as defined above, and involution ¢ (for which ¢ - (FZ \ (F\ ¢- FA)) =

Fz \ (Fp \ ¢ - E4)), we conclude that eq. (D.168) follows.
The y = 0 case proceeds similarly to y = 1. O]

Lemma D.s5 (Action optimality probability is a special case of visit distribution optimality

probability). PDW (say) = PDW (F(s | 7(s) = a), ).

Proof. LetF, = F(s| z(s) = a). Fory € (0,1),

D}?ny (5’ @ 7) = R~I‘%any (37r < H (R’ 7) T (J) - d) (DI7I)
= P |3 FeF " = £()T D.

£~Dipny ( © (7) r= fm}vaé) (7) ) ( 172)

=Po,, (Fa 7). (D.173)

By lemma D.6, if 3z* € IT* (R, %) : #*(s) = 4, then it induces some optimal 7~ e F,.
Conversely, if £75 € F,is optimal at ¥ € (0, 1), then 7z chooses optimal actions on the
support of £7**(y). Let 7’ agree with 7* on that support and let 7’ take optimal actions at all
other states. Then 7’ € IT* (R, ) and 7’(s) = 4. So eq. (D.172) follows.

Suppose y = 0 or ¥ = 1. Consider any sequence (;/n) | converging to y, and let Dypy
induce probability measure F.

Po Dury (Fpy) = lim Py Duy (Fs v%) (D.x74)
vy
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= lim P (37r* el (R y*) : " (s) = a) (D.17s)
V'Y R~Dany

= lim P (377* eIl" (R, y,) : 7" (s) = a) (D.176)
7n—>00 R~Dmy

= nlgr;o oS EHW*EH*(R,}/n)W*(J)Zﬂ dF(R) (D.I77)

_ /R I Lo ()0 FR) (D.178)

= /R5 ]layr*en*(R,y):yr*(;):a dF(R) (D.179)

= (DE:ny (5a7). (D.180)

Equation (D.175) follows by eq. (D.173). for y* € [0, 1], let f,+(R) = HHW*GH*(R’},*)W* (5)=a-
For each R € RS, lemma D.40 exists yx = y such that for all intermediate y; between 7, and

(o)

y, 1T (R, ;/;) = IT* (R, y). Since y, — y, this means that (f},n) 3 converges pointwise to f,..
Furthermore, Vz € N, R € RS : ‘f;,n (R)| < 1Dby definition. Therefore, eq. (D.178) follows by

Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem. L]

Proposition 4.25 (Keeping options open tends to be PowER-seeking and tends to be optimal).

Suppose F, .= F (s | w(s) = a) contains a copy of Fy = F (s | w(s) = a’) via ¢.
. Ifs ¢ REacH (5,4'), then Yy € [0,1] : B, 1(;0) [POWERD,,,, (50 7)]

E.Ya”"T(f;ﬂ,) [POWERﬂbound (Sd/’ ?/)]'

>
- most: bbaund

2. Ifscan only reach the states of REACH (s, a") UREACH (5, a) by taking actions equivalent
toa’ ora atstates, then Ny € [0,1] : P@W (x, a, ;/) 2 st Doy P@W (5, a, 7/)-

If Foa(s) N (E, \ ¢ - Eyr) is non-empty, then Ny € (0, 1), the converse <, statements do not
hold.

Proof. Note that by definition 4.3, F,»(0) = {e;} = F,(0). Since ¢ - F,» C F, in particular we
have & - £, (0) = {p&} C {e,} = F,(0), and s0 $(s) =s.

Item 1. For state probability distribution A; € A(S), let Fy = {EJ/NAJ [f”’““'] | 7 € H}.

Unless otherwise stated, we treat y as a variable in this item; we apply element-wise vector
addition, constant multiplication, and variable multiplication via the conventions outlined in
definition D.19.

Fy = {e; T R [f7] | 7 e T2 2(s) = ﬂ’} (D.181)

= {ej +y E [f7]|re n} (D.182)
sp~T(sa’)
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- Cj + 7 T(,Yd/) (D.IS%)

Equation (D.181) follows by definition 4.3, since each £ € ¥ () has an initial term of e;.
Equation (D.182) follows because s ¢ REACH (s,4"), and so for all 5,» € supp(7T(s, ")),
7 is unaffected by the choice of action 7(s). Note that similar reasoning implies that
F, Ce+yF T( 2 (because eq. (D.182) is a containment relation in general).

Since F» = e, + yF. T( e if F, contains a copy of F, via ¢, then F. *( 2 contains a copy of

Fyo viag: Theng - ND (Fy, ) € 8- Fy ) € F;

of ND (F ) Then apply lemma D.s1 with A; := T'(5,4") and A, := T'(5, 4) to conclude

(50)° and so F T( 2 contains a copy

T(sa’)
that Vy € [0,1]:
]E [POWER(Dbound (-yﬂ/) 7/)] < . E [POWER@bound (Sﬂ’ 7)] :

sy~T(s,a’) ~most: Dpound sa~T(s,a)

Suppose Fnd(s) N (F, \ ¢ - Fy) is non-empty. To apply the second condition of lemma D.s,

we want to demonstrate that ND (F " )) \ ¢-ND (F;( ,)) is also non-empty.

First consider £ € Fy,4(s) N F,. Because F, C e;+yF7. s WE have thaty ! (f—¢,) € F

T( ,a) "
Because f € Fy,4(s), by definition 4.6, 3r € RIS Yy € (0 1) such that
f(y.)'r> max f'(y)'r D.18
(7x) poma (7x) (D.184)
Then since y, € (0, 1),
-1 T —1/gr T
f(yx)—e) r> max v (f'(y)—e)'r D.18
7e () —e) L (£ (7x) —€) (D.18s)
max £ (7))t (D.186)
f'e}’xl((f(f)\{f}) e)
> max £ ()t (D.187)
eyt ((F\{f)—e)
= max £ (7). (D.188)

EF;(:,a) \{7;1 (f_ef) }

Equation (D.187) holds because F, C F (s5). By assumption, action « is optimal for r at state
s and at discount rate y,. Equation (D.182) shows that £ *( 2 potentially allows the agent a

non-stationary policy choice at 5, but non-stationary policies cannot increase optimal value
[68]. Therefore, eq. (D.188) holds.

We assumed that y ™! (f — €;) € 1 (Fna(s) — ;). Furthermore, since we just showed that
yI(f-e) € F;Z(M) is strictly optimal over the other elements of F;(M) for reward function r

atdiscountratey, € (0, 1), we conclude thatitis an element of ND (F; (52) ) by definition D.18.

Then we conclude that 7_1(}:@(5) e) N L T( a) cND (F;( ﬂ))

We now show that ND (F;( )) \¢-ND ( Fy, ,)) is non-empty.

0< |_7:nd(-‘) N (Fa \ ¢- Fd’)| (D.189)
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= b (Faa) 0 (E\ g Eo) ) (Dugo)
< [ (Faal) =€) O (Fr \ ¢ Frian) (Daasy)
='(y‘1 (Foa) =€) O Fp ) \ 8 Fran (Do)
< [ND (Fy ) \ 6+ Frioan (Dao3)
< IND (Fj,,,) \ ¢-ND (Fﬂm/))' (Daos)

Equation (D.189) follows by the assumption that F4(s) N (F, \ ¢ - F) is non-empty. Let
£,£ € Fna(s) N (F,\ ¢ - E) be distinct. Then we must have that for some y, € (0, 1),
£(y.) # £ (yy). This holds iff .1 (F(y:) — €,) # ;/;l(f’(;/x) — €;), and so eq. (D.190) holds.

Equation (D.191) holds because F, C e, + and F, = e, + by eq. (D.183).

YE T (5a) YEr ()

Equation (D.193) holds because we showed above that
Y (Faal) — ) 1 Fy, € ND(F ).

Equation (D.194) holds because ND (F *( ,)) CF *( ) by definition D.18.
Therefore, ND (F;( )) \¢-ND ( G ,)) is non-empty, and so apply the second condition

of lemma D.s1 to conclude that for all Dy_1p € De/p/1mms

Yy e (0,1): [POWER@X (5257 ] < E [POWER@X_HD (52 ;/)] ,
rNT(Sd NT(-WZ)
and that
Vy € (0,1) : 5 /~T(_m’) [PowERD,, .y (55 7) | 2o Drons Jﬂ~ITE‘Zi(M) [PowErg,,,., (52 7)]-

Item 2. Let ¢’ (sy) = ¢(s,) whens, € REACH (5, 4")UREACH (5, 2), and equal s, otherwise.
Since ¢ is an involution, so is ¢’

¢ Fy o= {P¢/ (ex +y E [f”’sﬂ']) | 7 € IL, z(s) = a’} (D.19s)

sy~T(sa’)

{ex Ty E 3 P¢’fm”/] | 7 € IL, 7(s) = ﬂ,} (D.196)
_ {p¢e: E [p¢fw] | 7 €T z(s) = ﬂ'} (D.197)
= ¢ Ly (D.198)
< Fa (D.199)
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Equation (D.196) follows because if s € REACH (5,4") U REACH (5, 2), then we already
showed that ¢ fixes 5. Otherwise, ¢"(s) = s by definition. Equation (D.197) follows by the
definition of ¢’ on REACH (5, 4) U REACH (5, 2) and because e, = Pye,. Next, we assumed
that ¢ - F,» C F,, and so eq. (D.199) holds.

Therefore, F, contains a copy of F» via ¢’ fixing all 5, ¢ REACH (5,4") U REACH (5, 2).
Therefore, £, contains a copy of Fpq ,» = Fnd(s) NF, via the same ¢. Then apply lemma D.54
with s = s to conclude that Vy € [0,1] : P(Dmy (Far7) <o Dy P@my (Foy). By
lemma D.s;s, P‘Dmy (5, a, 7) = P@my (Fd/, 7/) and P‘Dany (x, a, y) = P‘Dmy (Fﬂ, y). Therefore,

Vy € [0,1] : P‘Dany (54%7) <, o Dy PrDmy (52 7).
If Fra(s) N (E, \ ¢ - Fy) is non-empty, then apply the second condition of lemma D.s4
to conclude that for all y € (0,1), the inequality is strict for all Dy..;p € De/pjum, and

IEDDany (5’ ﬂ/) 7) ;émost: bany P‘Dany (J’ a4 7) : OJ

WHEN y = 1, OPTIMAL POLICIES TEND TO NAVIGATE TOWARDS “LARGER” SETS OF CY-
CLES

Lemma D.56 (POWER identity when y = 1).

PowEryp,, ,(51)= E max dTr] = E [ max dTr] . (D.200)
t~Dipound | dERSD(s) t~Dipgund | dERSDpg(s)
Proof.
Powergp,, ,(51)= E max lim 17y (f™() —e) r (D.201)
ound r~Dpound | 5 €F (s5) y—1 7

= E max dTr] (D.202)
1~ Dpound _dERSD ()

= E max dTr] . (D.203)
r~Diound »deRSDnd(-f)

Equation (D.201) follows by lemma D.so. Equation (D.202) follows by the definition of

RSD (s) (definition 4.26). Equation (D.203) follows because for all r € RISI, corollary D.16

shows that maxgepsp(y) d'r = MaXgeND(RSD(s)) d"r = maxgersp, ( d'r. [

Proposition 4.28 (Wheny = 1, RsDs control POWER). IfRSD (s) contains a copy of RSDyq (s")
via ¢, then POWERp, . (51) > POWERp, . (,1). [FRSDyq (s) \ ¢ - RSDpy(s") is non-

empty, then the converse < . statement does not hold.

Proof. Suppose RSDyq (s”) is similar to D € RSD (s) via involution ¢.

POWER J1)= E max d'r D.2o
Dround ( ) r~Dyound |:d€RSDnd(5,) ( 4)
< max d'r D.2o
most: Dpound r~Dpound | dERSD,4(5) ] ( S)
~ Powsra, ., (5 1) (D.206)
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Equation (D.204) and eq. (D.206) follow from lemma D.56. By applying lemma D.29 with
A :=RSD (), B’ := D, B := RSD (s5) and g the identity function, eq. (D.205) follows.
Suppose RSD,q4 (5) \ D is non-empty. By the same result, eq. (D.205) is a strict inequality for
all Dx.ip € Deyp/up> and we conclude thatPowerg, (55 1) 2 | PowERrg, ., (5 1).
O

most: Dpoun

Theorem 4.29 (Average-optimal policies tend to end up in “larger” sets of RSDs). Let D, D’ C
RSD (s). Suppose that D contains a copy of D' via ¢, and that the sets D U D' and RSDygq (s) \
(D' U D) have pairwise orthogonal vector elements (i.e. pairwise disjoint vector support). Then
PDW (D, average) IP%DW (D, average). If RSDpq () N (D \ ¢ - D) is non-empty, the

statement does not hold.

Zmost

converse <o

Proof. Let Dyyp, := ¢ - D', where Dy, € D by assumption. Let

X :={5;€8§| max d'e;, >0}
deD’'UD

Define
4 if i
¢ (5) = {¢(J) sieX (D.207)

5 else.

Since ¢ is an involution, ¢’ is also an involution. Furthermore, by the definition of X,
¢+ D' = Dy and ¢’ - Dy, = D' (because we assumed that both equalities hold for ¢).
Let D* := D' U Dy, U (RSDyq (5) \ (D U D)).

gD =4 - (D’ U Dy U (RSDy (s) \ (D' U D))) (D.208)
= (¢ - D) U (¢ Dyp) Ug - (RSDnq (s) \ (I U D)) (D.209)
= Dyp UD' U (RSDyyq (5) \ (D' U D)) (D.210)
= D". (D.2m)

In eq. (D.210), we know that ¢’ - ' = Dy, and ¢" - Dy, = D'. We just need to show that
¢ - (RSDpq (s) \ (D' U D)) =RSDyq (5) \ (D' U D).

Suppose 3s; € X,d’ € RSDyq(s) \ (Y UD) : d'Te;, > 0. By the definition of X,
3de D’UD:d"e; > 0. Then

151

d'd = Z d"(d oe,) (D.212)
J=1

>d'(d Oe,) (D.213)

=d7 ((d7e,)e,) (D.214)

= (d7e,) - (d7e,) (D.215)

> 0. (D.216)

Equation (D.212) follows from the definitions of the dot and Hadamard products. Equa-
tion (D.213) follows because d and d” have non-negative entries. Equation (D.216) follows
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because d"e;, and d’"e;, are both positive. But eq. (D.216) shows thatd "d’ > 0, contradicting
our assumption that d and d” are orthogonal.

Therefore, such an 5; cannot exist, and X’ := {5: € § | maxgersp, (s)\(pup) 4" e;, > 0} c
(§\ X). Byeq.(D.207), Vs, € X" : ¢'(s)) = 5. Thus, ¢’ - (RSDy4 (5) \ (D' U D)) =
RSD,g (5) \ (D U D), and eq. (D.210) follows. We conclude that ¢’ - D* = D*.

Consider Z := (RSDyq(s) \ (DY UD)) U D U D'. First, Z C RSD (s) by definition.
Second, RSD, 4 (s) = RSD4 (s) \ (Y U D) U (RSD,q (s) N D) U (RSD,q (s) N D) C Z.
Note that D* = Z \ (D \ Dgyp).

Py, (D, average) = pop,, (D' > RSD (5)) (D.217)
Smost: bany PDany (D 2 RSD (’f)) (D.ZIS)
= PDmy (D, average) . (D.219)

Since¢ - D' € Dand ND (D) € D', ¢ - ND(D') € D. Then eq. (D.218) holds by
applying lemma D.33 with 4 := I, B := Dy, B := D, C = RSD (s), and the previously
defined Z which we showed satisfies ND (C) € Z C C. Furthermore, involution ¢’ satisfies
¢ B =¢-(Z\(B\B))=Z\ (B\B) =B byeq.(D.2u).

When RSD,q () N (D \ Dgyp) is non-empty, since B € C by assumption, lemma D.33 also
shows that eq. (D.218) is strict for all Dy.;p € Deyp/up, and that PDmy (D’ ; average) 7

most: Dmy

P‘Dmy (D, average). O
Proposition D.s7 (Rsp properties). Let d € RSD (s). d is element-wise non-negative and
dll; =1.

Proof. d has non-negative elements because it equals the limit of lim,,,; (1 — »)f (), whose
elements are non-negative by proposition D.8 item 1.

dlly = }lim (1 = )£ () (D.220)
1

= lim(1-7) £, (D.221)

=1 (D.222)

Equation (D.220) follows because the definition of RsDs (definition 4.26) ensures that 3f €
F (s) + limy,—;(1=»)f(y) = d. Equation (D.221) follows because ||- |, is a continuous function.
Equation (D.222) follows because ||f (7/)”1 = # by proposition D.8 item 2. O

Lemma D.s8 (When reachable with probability 1, 1-cycles induce non-dominated RsDs). If
ey € RSD (s), then ey € RSDyq (5).

Proof. 1t d € RSD (s) is distinct from ey, then ||d||; = 1 and d has non-negative entries by
proposition D.s7. Since d is distinct from ey, then its entry for index s’ must be strictly less
than1: d"es < 1= ejey. Therefore, ey € RSD (s) is strictly optimal for the reward function
r := ey, and so ey € RSD,q (5). ]
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Corollary 4.30 (Average-optimal policies tend not to end up in any given 1-cycle). Suppose
e, ey € RSD (s) are distinct. Then

P@W (RSD (s) \ {ey,}, average) >, P:Dm ({e,,}, average). (4.1)

If there is a third e;» € RSD (s), the converse < statement does not hold.

most
Proof. Suppose e, ey € RSD (s) are distinct. Let ¢ := (s, '), D = {ejx} , D :=RSD (s) \
{esx}. ¢-D = {es} € RSD(s) \ {ejx} =t Dsinces, # . D'’ UD = RSD (5) and
RSDpg (5) \ (D" U D) = RSDypq (5) \ RSD (5) = 0 trivially have pairwise orthogonal vec-
tor elements. Then apply theorem 4.29 to conclude that PDany ({e, }, average) < most: Dy
P‘Dany (RSD (s) \ {e,,}, average).

Suppose there exists another e¢;» € RSD (5). By lemma D.s8, e,» € RSDygq (s). Fur-
thermore, since s ¢ {s,s5.},e» € (RSD () \ {ejx}) \ {es} = D\ ¢ - D'. Therefore,

e € RSDyq (s) N (D \ ¢+ D'). Then apply the second condition of theorem 4.29 to con-
clude that Py, ({e,}, average) Z ot Dbound IP(D,fmy (RSD (s) \ {e;,}, average). O

ny
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Parametrically Retargetable
Decision-Makers Tend To Seek Power

Eax RETARGETABILITY OVER OUTCOME LOTTERIES

Suppose we are interested in d outcomes. Each outcome could be the visitation of an MDP
state, or a trajectory, or the receipt of a physical item. In the card example of section 5.2, d = 3
playing cards. The agent can induce each outcome with probability 1, so lete, € R3 be the
standard basis vector with probability 1 on outcome 0 and 0 elsewhere. Then the agent chooses
among outcome lotteries Ceyrds = {e,u, eys, €44 }, which we partition into A qs = {e‘B}
and Bcards = {CVU, C‘,\}.

Definition E.r (Outcome lotteries). A unit vector x € R? with non-negative entries is an

outcome lottery.’s

Many decisions are made consequentially: based on the consequences of the decision, on
what outcomes are brought about by an act. For example, in a deterministic setting like Pac-
Man, a policy induces a trajectory. A reward function and discount rate tuple (R, y) assigns
a return to each state trajectory 7 = 50, 51,...: G(7) = X720 ¥’ R(s;). The relevant outcome
lottery is the discounted visit distribution over future states in the Pac-Man video game, and
policies are optimal or not depending on which outcome lottery is induced by the policy.

Definition E.2 (Optimality indicator function). Let X, C C R? be finite, and letu € R%.
Optimal (X | C, u) returns 1 if maxgex X' u > maxcec €' u, and 0 otherwise.

We consider decision-making procedures which take in a targeting parameter u. For example,
the column headers of table E.1(a) show the 6 permutations of the utility function #(4") :=
10, #(®") == 5, u(®") := 0, representable as a vector u € R3.

u can be permuted as follows. The outcome permutation ¢ € S, inducing an d X d per-
mutation matrix Py in row representation: (Py);; = 1if 7 = ¢(/) and 0 otherwise. Table E.1(a)
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shows that for a given utility function, % of its orbit agrees that B,4s is strictly optimal over
Acards~

Table E.x: Orbit-level incentives across 4 decision-making functions.

a8 @B ’A\ a8 @B ‘A\ a8 @B ¢A LB B ‘4\ a8 @B ¢A LB @B ¢A
10,5, 0 10,0, 5 5,10,0 S, 0,10 0,10, S 0, 5,10

Utility function u’

Optimal ({e,n, ey} | Crurto u’) 1 1 1 0 1 0
Optimal ({e,\} | Ceuvdo u’) 0 0 0 1 0 1

(a) Dark gray columns indicate utility function permutations u’ for which
Optimal (Beyrds | Ceards @') > Optimal (Aeards | Ceardss 0’), while white indicates that
the opposite strict inequality holds.

&B 'B ‘A\ a8 @B ‘A\ o8 @B @A ‘B 'B ‘A\ ‘B VB ‘A B 'B ‘A\
10, 5,0 10,0, 5 5,10,0 5,0,10 0,10, S 0, 5,10

Utility function u’

AntiOpt ({e,“, evi } | Ceards u') 0 1 0 1 1 1
AntOpt ({es:} | Cmgo’) | 1 0 1 0 0 0

(b) Utility-minimizing outcome selection probability.

&8 'B ‘A\ a8 @B ‘A\ &B 'B oA ‘B (" ‘A\ a8 @B “\ o8 @B @A
10, 5, 0 10,0, S 5,10,0 5,0,10 0,10, S 0, 5,10

Utility function u’

Boltzmann, ({eﬂ, evs } | Ceards u') 1 .993 1 .007 .993 .007
Boltzmann, ({e,\} | Ceards u') .000 .007 .000 .993 .007 .993

(c) Boltzmann selection probabilities for 7" = 1, rounded to three significant digits.

aB @B ‘;\ a8 @B ‘,\ a8 @B @A LB @B ‘;\ a8 @B @A LB @B @A

Utility functionw’ {10, 5, 0 10, 0, 5 5,10, 0 5, 0,10 0,10, 5 0, 5,10

Satisfice; ({eﬂ, evs } | Ceards u’) 1 5 1 5 S 5
Satisfices ({e.,\} | Ceards u') 0 5 0 5 S 5

(d) A satisficer uniformly randomly selects an outcome lottery with expected utility greater

than or equal to the threshold z. Here, # = 3. When Satisfices ({e‘u, ews} | Ceards u’) =

Satisfice; ({e,\} | Ceards u’), the column is colored medium gray.

Orbit-level incentives occur when an inequality holds for most permuted parameter choices
u’. Table E.1(a) demonstrates an application of Turner et al. [99]’s results: Optimal decision-
making induces orbit-level incentives for choosing outcomes in Be,rds over outcomes in A cyrds.

Furthermore, Turner et al. [99] conjectured that “larger” B4 will imply stronger orbit-
level tendencies: If going right leads to soo times as many options as going left, then right is
better than left for at least soo times as many reward functions for which the opposite is true.
We prove this conjecture with theorem E.46 in appendix E.4.
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However, orbit-level incentives do not require optimality. One clue is that the same results
hold for anti-optimal agents, since anti-optimality/utility minimization of u is equivalent to
maximizing —u. Table E.1(b) illustrates that the same orbit guarantees hold in this case.

Definition E.3 (Anti-optimality indicator function). Let X, C C R be finite, and letu € R%.
AntiOpt (X | G, u) returns 1 if mingex X' u < mincec ¢’ u, and 0 otherwise.

Stepping beyond expected utility maximization/minimization, Boltzmann-rational decision-
making selects outcome lotteries proportional to the exponential of their expected utility.

Definition E.4 (Boltzmann rationality [7]). For X € C and temperature 7"> 0, let

Z eT‘leu
Boltzmanny (X | G u) = XGX—_IT
ZCEC ET o

be the probability that some element of X is Boltzmann-rational.

Lastly, orbit-level tendencies occur even under decision-making procedures which partially
ignore expected utility and which “don’t optimize too hard.” Satisficing agents randomly
choose an outcome lottery with expected utility exceeding some threshold. Table E.1(d) demon-
strates that satisficing induces orbit-level tendencies.

Definition E.s (Satisficing). Letz € R,letX C C C R be finite. Satisfice, (X, Clu) =

‘Xﬂ{ceC|cTu2t}|
L———1is the fraction of X whose value exceeds threshold ¢. Satisfice, (X, C | u) eval-
|{c€C|cTu2t})

uates to 0 the denominator equals 0.

For each table, two-thirds of the utility permutations (columns) assign strictly larger values
(shaded dark gray) to an element of B.yr4s = {ew;, €ol } than to an element of 4,45 == {ew }
For optimal, anti-optimal, Boltzmann-rational, and satisficing agents, proposition E.11 proves
that these tendencies hold for all targeting parameter orbits.

E.i1 A RANGE OF DECISION-MAKING FUNCTIONS ARE RETARGETABLE

In MDPps, Turner et al. [99] consider state visitation distributions which record the total dis-
counted time steps spent in each environment state, given that the agent follows some policy
7 from an initial state 5. These visitation distributions are one kind of outcome lottery, with
d = |§| the number of MDP states.

In general, we suppose the agent has an objective function u € R¥ which maps outcomes to
real numbers. In Turner et al. [99], u was a state-based reward function (and so the outcomes
were states). However, we need not restrict ourselves to the MDP setting.

To state our key results, we define several technical concepts which we informally used when
reasoning about A4 = {e.u} and Be,rgs = {Cvu, e,,\}.

Definition E.6 (Similarity of vector sets). For¢ € Syand X C R4, ¢-X = {P¢x |x e X }

X' RS 45 similar to X when 3¢ : ¢ X' = X. ¢is an involution if = ¢ (it either
transposes states, or fixes them). X contains a copy of X’ when X" is similar to a subset of X via
an involution @.
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Definition E.7 (Containment of set copies). Let 7 be a positive integer, and let 4, B C R4
We say that B contains n copies of A when there exist involutions ¢y,..., ¢, € Sy such that

Vi:¢;-A=B;CBandVj#i:¢; B =B
Beards = {eyn,e“\} contains two copies of Acyrds = {e,u} viag; = &% & ¥Pand
¢y = 4% o 4

Definition E.8 (Targeting parameter distribution assumptions). Results with Dy, hold for
any probability distribution over R4, Let Dany = A(Rd). For a function f : R4 > R, we
write /' (Dyny) as shorthand for By~ o, [f(u)] )

The symmetry group on d elements, Sy, acts on the set of probability distributions over R4,
Definition E.9 (Pushforward distribution of a permutation [99]). Let ¢ € Sy. ¢ - Dypy is the
pushforward distribution induced by applying the random vector p(u) := Pyt to Dypy.
Definition E.ro (Orbit of a probability distribution [99]). The 0rbit of D,ny under the
symmetric group Sy is Sy * Dany = {¢ * Dany | ¢ € Sa}.

Because B,rds contains 2 copies of Ac,rds, there are “at least two times as many ways” for B
to be optimal, than for 4 to be optimal. Similarly, B is “at least two times as likely” to contain
an anti-rational outcome lottery for generic utility functions. As demonstrated by table E.1,
the key idea is that “larger” sets (a set B containing several copies of set 4) are more likely to be
chosen under a wide range of decision-making criteria.

Proposition E.ix (Orbit incentives for different rationalities). Let 4, B C C C R? be finite,
such that B contains n copies of A via involutions ¢; such that ¢; - C = C.

1. Rational choice [99].

Optimal (B K z)my) >7 Optimal (A Ko @W).

most: Dy,
2. Uniformly randomly choosing an optimal lottery. For X C C, let

‘{arg max_ - cTu} N X‘
FracOptimal (X | C u) =

{arg max .- cTu}‘ '

Then FracOptimal (B | C, D My) >7

most: ZDM},

FracOptimal (A | C, @dny).

3. Anti-rational choice. AntiOpt (B | G i)dny) >"

most: DM},

AntiOpt (A I @W).
4. Boltzmann rationality.

Boltzmanny (B | G, Dﬂny) Boltzmann (A | G, ‘Dﬂny).

>7
“most: Dy
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5. Uniformly randomly drawing k outcome lotteries and choosing the best. For
XCCuelRy andk > 1, let

best-of-k(X, C | u) = E A0 [FracOptimal (X Nn{ay...,a} | {ap..., ) u)] .
ay,...,ap~uni

Then best-of-k(B | C, Dyny) 2" best—of—k(A | G Dany)-

Tmost: Dy

6. Satisficing [86]. Satisfice, (B | G, i)my) Satisfice, (A | G (DM},).

Tmost: Dy

7. Quantilizing over outcome lotteries [93]. Let P be the uniform probability distribu-
tion over C. ForX C C,u € RY, and g € (0, 1], let Qup(X | G u) (definition E.z5)
return the probability that an outcome lottery in X is drawn from the top q-quantile of P,
sorted by expected utility underw. Then Q,p(B | C u) > o p(4 ]| Cu).

One highly retargetable class of decision-making functions are those which only account
for the expected utilities of available choices.

Definition E.r2 (EU-determined functions). Let P (Rd) be the power set of R, and let

f I P (Rd) X RY — R. fis an EU-determined function if there exists a family of
functions {g#*+#»} such that

F @ X | 0) =05 ([aTu] s T o) (E)

where [7;] is the multiset of its elements 7;.

For example, let X € C C R4 be finite, and consider utility function u € R<. A Boltzmann-
rational agent is more likely to select outcome lotteries with greater expected utility. For-

Txu

mally, Bolzmanny (X | Cu) = ZX@( — depends only on the expected utility of

outcome lotteries in X relative to the expected utlhty of all outcome lotteries in C. Therefore,

Boltzmanny is a function of expected utilities. This is why Boltzmann satisfies the 2" D
any

relation.

Theorem E.13 (Orbit tendencies occur for EU-determined decision-making functions). Let
A, B, C C R? be such that B contains n copies of A via ¢; such that ¢; - C = C. Let b :

P (Rd) x R — R be an EU-determined function, and let p(X | u) = h(X C | u).

Suppose that p returns a probability of selecting an element of X from C. Then p(B | u) >
pA | w).

most: R4

The key takeaway is that decision rules determined by expected utility are highly retargetable.
By changing the targeting parameter hyperparameter, the decision-making procedure can
be flexibly retargeted to choose elements of “larger” sets (in terms of set copies via defini-
tion E.7). Less abstractly, for many agent rationalities—ways of making decisions over outcome
lotteries—it is generally the case that larger sets will more often be chosen over smaller sets.
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For example, consider a Pac-Man playing agent choosing which environmental state cycle
it should end up in. Turner et al. [99] show that for most reward functions, average-reward
maximizing agents will tend to stay alive so that they can reach a wider range of environmental
cycles. However, our results show that average-reward minimizing agents also exhibit this
tendency, as do Boltzmann-rational agents who assign greater probability to higher-reward
cycles. Any EU-based cycle selection method will—for most reward functions—tend to choose
cycles which require Pac-Man to stay alive (at first).

E.2 THEORETICAL RESULTS

Definition 5.2 (Inequalities which hold for most orbit elements). Suppose © is a subset of a
set acted on by S, the symmetric group on d elements. Let f1, /> : ® — Randletz > 1. We
write f1(6) 27 o f2(8) when, for all § € ©, the following cardinality inequality holds:

({e’ € Orbitle (8) | /i(8) >fz(e')}( > ‘{5’ € Orbitle (8) | (&) <f2(6’)}‘. (5.2)

Lemma E.14 (Limited transitivity of >mosc). Let fo, f1, 2. /3 + © — R, and suppose © is a
subset of a set acted on by Sg. Suppose that f1(0) 2" o f2(8) and V0 € © : fo(0) = f1(0) and

F2(0) = f5(0). Then fo(0) 21, . o /3(0).
Proof. Let§ € © and let Orbitle ., (8) = {8 € Orbitle (9) | £(8) > fi(8)}.

Orbitle, s, (e)] > |Orbitle s, (5)( (E.2)
> 1 |Orbitle 57 (9)‘ (E3)
> 1 |Orbitle, 5, (5)‘. (E.4)

Forall & € Orbitlg 457 (),
fo(8) 2 fi(8) > f2(8) = /()

by assumption, and so

C)l‘bitl@fl>f2 (9) Orbitl(a’fpf3 9.
Therefore, eq. (E.2) follows. By assumption,

Orbitle, o/, (9)) > 7

Orbitle 54 (9)|;
eq. (E.3) follows. For all " € Orbit|g >4 (), our assumptions on fo and f3 ensure that

fo(@) < fi6) < 5(8) < fo(9),

SO

Orbit|@f3>ﬁ) (9) c Orbit|@f2>ﬁ 9.
Then eq. (E.4) follows. By eq. (E.4), fo(8) =" o f3(6). O
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Lemma E.xs (Order inversion for >pnos). Lez f1, 2+ © — R, and suppose © is a subset of a set
acted on by Sy. Suppose that f1(0) 2" o f2(0). Then —f(0) =" o —f1(0).

Proof. By definition E.10, f1(6) 27 ' o f2(6) means that

{6 € Orbitle (9) | (%) >f2(e')}( > 1 ‘{e’ e Orbitle (8) | i(#) < A} (Es)

}{e’ € Orbitle (8) | -/(¢) > —fl(e')}( > n|{# € Orbitlo (8) | () < —ﬁ(&’)}‘.
(E.6)
Then —£5(0) 27 o —f1(9). O

Remark. Lemma E.16 generalizes Turner et al. [99]’s lemma D.a.

Lemma E.x6 (Orbital fraction which agrees on (weak) inequality). Suppose f1, /> : ® — R
‘{ﬁ’e(Sdﬂ)mG)[ﬁ(&’)2f2(€’)}| oo
|(se-9ne] T+l

are such that f1(0) >”

m

ost: @fZ(e) Thenfomll@ €0,

Proof: All&" € (Sz-0) N O such that /(&) = fo(&) satisty £1(9) > f>(&'). Otherwise,
consider the &' € (S, - §) N O such that £1(¢') # f2(&’). By assumption, at least 25 of these &'
satisty /1(9') > f2(¢'), in which case /(') > f>(&). Then the desired inequality follows. [

E.2.1 GENERAL RESULTS ON RETARGETABLE FUNCTIONS

Definition E.r7 (Functions which are increasing under joint permutation). Suppose that
SipactsonsetsEy,...,E,,andlet f : [, E; = R. f(Xy,...,X,,) is increasing under joint
permutation by P C Sy whenV¢ € P: f(X;,...,X,,) < f(¢-Xy,..., ¢ - X,,). If equality
always holds, then f (X1, ..., X},) is invariant under joint permutation by P.

Lemma E.x8 (Expectations of joint-permutation-increasing functions are also joint-permuta-
tion-increasing). For E which is a subset of a set acted on by Sy, let f + E X RY — R be a bounded
function which is measurable on its second argument, and let P C S,. Then if f (X | w) is in-
creasing under joint permutation by P, then f'(X | Dayy) = Eu~o,,, [f(X | u)] is increasing
under joint permutation by P. If f is invariant under joint permutation by P, then so is f”.

Proof. Let distribution Dy, have probability measure F, and let ¢ - Dy, have probability
measure Fy.

fX 1 Dw) = B W] (E7)
= /R O w) dE(u) (E.8)
< / F(6-X | Pu) dF(w) (Es)

Rd

= /Rdf(gb - X | u,) det P¢) d.F¢(lll) (E~IO)
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= /R f(3-X | ) dFy(u) (E.1r)
= f (8- X | 8- Dany). (E.12)

Equation (E.9) holds by assumption on f: f(X | u) < f(¢ - X | Pgu). Furthermore,
f(¢-X | -)is still measurable, and so the inequality holds. Equation (E.10) follows by the
definition of F4 (definition 4.19) and by substituting r’ := Pyr. Equation (E.1) follows from
the fact that all permutation matrices have unitary determinant. 0

Lemma E.x9 (Closure of orbit incentives under increasing functions). Suppose that S, acts on
setsEy, ..., B,y (with By being a poset), and let P C Sy. Letfi, . .., f, 112 E; — Rbeincreasing
under joint permutation by P on input (X, ..., X,,), and suppose the f; are order-preserving
with respect to <g,. Let g : [] 7:1 R — R be monotonically increasing on each argument. Then

f(Xl,...,Xm) Z:g(ﬂ (X1,...,Xm),...,ﬁ¢ (X1,...,Xm)) (E.I})

is increasing under joint permutation by P and order-preserving with respect to set inclusion on
its first argument. Furthermore, if the f; are invariant under joint permutation by P, then so is f.

Proof. Let¢ € P.

f(Xl,...,Xm) 1=g(ﬂ(X1,---,Xm),---,fn (Xl,,Xm)) (E.I4)
Sg(ﬂ(gb-Xl,...,;é-Xm),...,ﬁ (¢-X1,...,¢-Xm)) (E.5)
= f(p-Xoos @ Xon). (E.16)

Equation (E.15) follows because we assumed that f; (X3,..., X,,) < f; (¢ X1,..., ¢ - X;), and
because ¢ is monotonically increasing on each argument. If the f; are all invariant, then eq. (E.15)
is an equality.

Similarly, suppose X <g, Xi. The f; are order-preserving on the first argument, and g is
monotonically increasing on each argument. Then f (Xl’, .. .,Xm) < f(Xy...,X,). This

shows that /" is order-preserving on its first argument.

Remark. g could take the convex combination of its arguments, or multiply two f; together

and add them to a third f3.

Definition 5.5 (Multiply retargetable function). Let © be a subset of a set acted on by Sz, and
letf: {4,B} x©® — R.

fisa (0,4 N B)-retargetable function when, for each § € ©, we can choose permutations
P1, ... > Pn € Sy which satisty the following conditions: Consider any 61 € Orbit|g 455 (§) =

{¢* € Orbitle (8) | f(4]6") > f(B]|6)}.
1. Retargetable via » permutations. Vi =1,...,7: f (A | ¢ - 64 ) <f (B | ¢ - 64 )

2. Parameter permutation is allowed by ©.V: : ¢, - 64 € ©.
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3. Permuted parameters are distinct. V7 # ;, &' € Orbit|g 45 (9) : ¢; - 64 # ¢ 0.
Theorem 5.6 (Multiply retargetable functions have orbit-level tendencies).
Iffis(©,4 N B)-retargetable, then f (B | 0) 2" o f(4|0).

Proof. Let§ € ©,and let ¢, - Orbit|g 455 (0) = {¢, 0161 e Orbit|e 4> (5)}

|Orbitle,p..s (9] = ||_J 4. - Orbitle -5 (6) (E.17)
=1

= |4 - Orbitle -5 (9)| (E18)
=1

= n|Orbitle sz (8)|. (E.19)

By item 1 and item 2, ¢, - ¢, - Orbit|g 4-5 (¢) C ¢; - Orbit|g p-4 (0)] for all 7. Therefore,
eq. (E.17) holds. Equation (E.18) follows by the assumption that parameters are distinct, and so
therefore the cosets ¢, - Orbit|g, 455 (¢) and b - Orbit|e 455 (#) are pairwise disjoint for 7 # ;.
Equation (E.19) follows because each ¢; acts injectively on orbit elements.

Letting f4(9) = f(4 | 6) and fp(0) = f(B | ), the shown inequality satisfies defini-
tion 5.2. We conclude that f(B | ) > o f(4]0). H

Definition s.3 (Simply-retargetable function). Let © be a set acted on by Sy, and let £ :

{4, B} x ® — R. If there exists a permutation ¢ € S, such that, if /(B | 61y < f(4 ] 61)
simple

implies that £ (A4 | ¢ - 64) < f(B | ¢ - 61), then fisa (O, 4 s B)-retargetable function.

Proposition 5.4 (Simply-retargetable functions have orbit-level tendencies).

simple
Iffis (0,4 25" B)-retargetable, then f(B| 6) =L £(4 | ).
simple
Proof. Given that f isa (0, 4 = B)-retargetable function (definition s.3), we want to show

that f isa (0, 4 4 B)-retargetable function (definition 5.5 when 7z = 1). Definition s.5’s
item 1 is true by assumption. Since © is acted on by S, © is closed under permutation and so
definition s.5’s item 2 holds. When 7 = 1, there are no 7 # 7, and so definition s5.5’s item 3 is
tautologically true.

Then fisa (0, 4 4 B)-retargetable function; apply lemma E.2o0. [

E.2.2 HELPER RESULTS ON RETARGETABLE FUNCTIONS

Lemma E.20 (Quantitative general orbit lemma). Let © be a subset of a set acted on by Sy, and
letf :EX® — R. Consider A, B € E.
For each § € ©, choose involutions §, ..., ¢, € Sg. Ler §* € Orbit|g (6).

1. Retargetable under parameter permutation. There exist BZ’." € Esuch that if f (B |
6") < F(A| 6), then Vi : f (4| 6) < f (B;* | ;- e*).
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Targeting parameter €V({0A} |6) f({VB} |6) f({QB} | 6) f({VB, AB} | 0)

g = le; + 3ey + 2e3

¢1 -0 = ¢2 L9 = 361 + 162 + 263
¢2 -0 = 2e; + 3ex + les

g" = 2e1 + ley + 3e3

¢1 -9 = le; + 2ey + 3e3

5* = 3e; + 2e, + les

_ O = O O =
SN O NN O
SN O NN O
S NO NN O

Table E.2: Let ¢; = " o VB ¢y = ¢ o a8 We tabularly define a function
f which meets all requirements of lemma E.20, except for item 4: lettingj = 2, f(BY |
$1-0)=2>0 =f(B; | §’). Although £(B | 6) >! oS4 ] 0),itis not true that

most: S3

f(B|6) =2 536 f(A4 | ). Therefore, item 4 is generally required.

T most:

2. O is closed under certain symmetries. [ (B | 0°) <f(A | 0") = Vi:¢,-0" € O.
3. [ is increasing on certain inputs. Vi f(Bf | %) < f(B]6).
4. Increasing under alternate symmetries. Forj =1,...,nandi # j, if f(4 | §%) <
F(B| 8), then f (B].* | e*) < f(B].* | ¢ - e*).
If these conditions bold for all 9 € ©, then

f(B10) =" of]0). (E.20)
Proof. Let § and 7" be as described in the assumptions, and let7 € {1,..., n}.

FAlg:-6)=fd|g;"-6) (E.21)

<F(BX |6 (E.22)

<F(B159) (E)

<f1) (E.24)

<F(BF | 4:-6") (E.2s)

<f(B]¢i- ). (E.26)

Equation (E.21) follows because ¢; is an involution. Equation (E.22) and eq. (E.2s) follow by
item 1. Equation (E.23) and eq. (E.26) follow by item 3. Equation (E.24) holds by assumption
on ¢*. Then eq. (E.26) shows that for any 7, f(4 | ¢, - °) < f(B | ¢; - &%), satistying
definition 5.5’s item 1.

This result’s item 2 satisfies definition s.5’s item 2. We now just need to show definition s.5’s
item 3.

DisjoINTNEss.  Let &, 8" € Orbit|g -5 (9) and let 7 # ;. Suppose ¢; - &' = ¢; - 8. We
want to show that this leads to contradiction.

FULE) <fBF 16 (E27)
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=f(BF ¢ 8) (E.28)
<fBF19) (E-29)
<f(B|9) (E30)
<f(4|9) (E.31)
<fF(BF|¢:-6) (E32)
=f(BY | ¢ -6 (E.33)
<f(BX |8 (E.34)
<f(B|6") (E.35)
<f(4|8. (E36)

Equation (E.27) follows by our assumption of item 1. Equation (E.28) holds because we
assumed that ¢; - §” = ¢, - &, and the involution ensures that ¢; = ¢l_1 Equation (E.29) is
guaranteed by our assumption of item 4, given that ¢l_1 -0 = ¢;- ¢ € Orbit|g .4 (6)] by the
first half of this proof. Equation (E.30) follows by our assumption of item 3. Equation (E.31)
follows because we assumed that &' € Orbit|g 45 (8).

Equation (E.32) through eq. (E.36) follow by the same reasoning, switching the roles of ¢’
and ¢”, and of 7 and ;. But then we have demonstrated that a quantity is strictly less than itself,
a contradiction. So for all &, &” € Orbit|e 455 (§), when s # 7, ¢; - &' # ¢; - §".

Therefore, we have shown definition s.5’s item 3, and so f is a (©, 4 N B)-retargetable
function. Apply theorem 5.6 in order to conclude that eq. (E.20) holds. O

Definition E.2x (Superset-of-copy containment). Let 4, B C R%. B contains n superset-copies
B;* of A when there exist involutions ¢y, ..., ¢, such that ¢, - 4 C Bf C B, and whenever
/ ¢]> ¢z’ . B]* = B]*

Lemma E.22 (Looser sufficient conditions for orbit-level incentives). Suppose that © is a subset
of a set acted on by Sy and is closed under permutation by Sy. Let A, B € E C P (Rd ) Suppose

that B contains n superset-copies B?' € Eof A via ¢;. Suppose that f (X | 0) is increasing under

Joint permutation by ¢y, ..., ¢, € SyforallX € E, 0 € ©, and suppose thatVi : ¢, - A € E.
Suppose that f is monotonically increasing on its first argument. Then f(B | 0) 2 = o f(4 |
g).

Proof. We check the conditions of lemma E.20. Let ¢ € ©, and let &* € (S; - §) N O be an
orbit element.

Item 1. Holdssince f(A | %) < f(¢i-A | ¢+ 6") < f (BZ* | ¢; - %), with the first inequality
by assumption of joint increasing under permutation, and the second following from
monotonicity (as ¢; -4 C Bl* by superset copy definition E.21).

Item2. WehaveV0* € (S;-0)NO: f(B| ) <f(A4]|8) = Vi=L.,n:¢,-0"€0O
since O is closed under permutation.

Item 3. Holds because we assumed that / is monotonic on its first argument.
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Ttem 4. Holds because f is increasing under joint permutation on a/ of its inputs X; 8, and defi-
nition E.21 shows that ¢; -Bf = BJ’." when 7 # j. Combining these two steps of reasoning,

forall @ € ©,itis e that f (BX | &) < f (- BY | ¢+ ¢) <f (B 1 41-9).

Then apply lemma E.20. ]

Lemma E.23 (Hiding an argument which is invariant under certain permutations). Let E;,
E», © be subsets of sets which are acted on by Sg. Let A € Ei, C € E,. Suppose there exist
Pioees Pn € Sysuch that ¢; - C = C. Suppose b+ E; X Ey X © — Rsatisfies Vi = h(A4, C |
0) < h(¢;i-A,¢i-C| ¢;-0). ForanyX € Ey, let f(X | ) := h(X,C | 8). Thenf(A | ) is
increasing under joint permutation by ¢;.

Furthermore, if b is invariant under joint permutation by ¢, then soisf.

Proof-
f&X|0) =hXCl0) (E.37)
=h(¢;- X, C|¢;-0) (E39)
::f(¢z' - X | ¢'z’ ' ‘9) (E.40)

Equation (E.38) holds by assumption. Equation (E.39) follows because we assumed ¢, - C = C.
Then f is increasing under joint permutation by the ¢;.

If bis invariant, then eq. (E.38) is an equality, and so Vi : f(X | §) = f(¢;- X | ¢,-6). [
EU-DETERMINED FUNCTIONS

Lemma E.24 and lemma E.18 together extend Turner et al. [99]’slemma D.22 beyond functions
of maxyey;, to any functions of cardinalities and of expected utilities of set elements.

Definition E.r2 (EU-determined functions). Let P (Rd) be the power set of R, and let

f I P (Rd) x R4 — R. [ is an EU-determined function if there exists a family of
functions {g“’l“”"} such that

F e X | 0) =0 ([T 0] s T o, ) (E)

where [7;] is the multiset of its elements 7;.
Lemma E.24 (EU-determined functions are invariant under joint permutation). Suppose

that f : 12, P (Rd) X R? — R is an EU-determined Sfunction. Then for any ¢ € Sy and
Xt oo os Xopsw, we have f(Xy,..., X |0) =f(¢-X1,..., 8- X, | - 0).
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Proof.

f(Xy.o 0, X | w) (E.41)
_ bl ([X;u] oo [x0u] XmEXm) (E.42)
= #bb el ([a] e [l ) (E.43)

_ X1 5o X T T
Il ([(P¢x1) (p¢u)]X1€Xl s [(P¢Xm) (P¢u)]xm€Xm) (E.44)
= f($ Xpeorp X | - 0) (E.45)
Equation (E.43) holds because permutations ¢ act injectively on R4 Equation (E.44) follows
because I = P¢71P¢ = P;P¢ by the orthogonality of permutation matrices, and XTP;— =
(Pyx)T,s0x u = XTP;—P¢H = (Pyx) " (Pyu). ]

Theorem E.13 (Orbit tendencies occur for EU-determined decision-making functions). Let
A B, C C R? be such that B contains n copies of A via ¢; such that ¢; - C = C. Let b :

le P (Rd) x R — R be an EU-determined function, and let p(X | w) == h(X, C | u).

Suppose that p returns a probability of selecting an element of X from C. Then p(B | u) Z:;osr Rd
| w. ‘

Proof. By assumption, there exists a family of functions { g"’|C|} such that for all X ¢ RY,

h(X, C | u) = gHbICl ([XTu] ex’ [cTu] cec)‘ Therefore, lemma E.24 shows that h(4, C | u)

is invariant under joint permutation by the ¢,. Letting © := R4, apply lemma E.23 to conclude
that /(X | u) is invariant under joint permutation by the ¢;.

Since f returns a probability of selecting an element of X, f obeys the monotonicity proba-
bility axiom: If X” C X, then f(X”" | w) < f(X | w). Then f(B | u) 2" R f(4 | u)by

lemma E.22. O]

E.2.3 PARTICULAR RESULTS ON RETARGETABLE FUNCTIONS

Definition E.25 (Quantilization, closed form). Let the expected utility g-quantile threshold
be

qup(C | u) := inf {M eER| XIE)P (xTu > M) < q} (E.46)

Let Copr, p(Clo) = {c €eC|c’u> My p(C | u)} Copt,p(Clu) is defined similarly. Let 17y
be the predicate function returning 1 if L(x) is true and 0 otherwise. Then for X C C,

1

XEC:M%P(C‘“)

P(x)
Qq,P(X | C u) = Z - 1X€C>Mq‘p(C|u) +
xeX P(C: ,»(Clu)

) (q - P (C>Mq,,)(qu>)) :

(E.47)

where the summand is defined to be 0 if P(x) = 0and x € C_ M, p(Clu)-
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Remark. Unlike Taylor [93]’s or Carey [20]’s definitions, definition E.2s is written in closed
form and requires no arbitrary tie-breaking. Instead, in the case of an expected utility tie on the
quantile threshold, eq. (E.47) allots probability to outcomes proportional to their probability
under the base distribution P.

Thanks to theorem E.13, we straightforwardly prove most items of proposition E.11 by just
rewriting each decision-making function as an EU-determined function. Most of the proof’s
length comes from showing that the functions are measurable on u, which means that the
results also apply for distributions over utility functions Dyny € Dany-

Proposition E.1x (Orbit incentives for different rationalities). Lezr 4, B € C C R4 be finite,
such that B contains n copies of A via involutions ¢; such that ¢; - C = C.

1. Rational choice [99].

Optimal (B | G Dany) 2, Optimal (4| G Dy

2. Uniformly randomly choosing an optimal lottery. For X C C, let

{arg max_ cTu} N X‘
FracOptimal (X | G, u) =

‘{arg max_ cTu}‘ '

Then FracOptimal (B | G, @My) >” FracOptimal (A | G, ‘Dmy).

~most: D,y

3. Anti-rational choice. AntiOpt (B | G @dny) >"

most: fDM},

AntiOpt (A K @dny).
4. Boltzmann rationality.

Boltzmanny (B | G ‘D,my) > Boltzmanny (A | G, @my).

=most: Dmy

5. Uniformly randomly drawing k outcome lotteries and choosing the best. For
XCCuelRy andk > 1, let

best-of-k(X, C | u) = E - [FracOptimal (X Nn{ay...,a} | {ap..., ) u)] .
ay,..,ap~unt
Then best-ofk(B | C, Dany) 27 o best-of-k(A | C Dany).

6. Satisficing [86]. Satisfice, (B | G ﬂmy) >" Satisfice, (A | G ‘DM),).

“most: D,

7. Quantilizing over outcome lotteries [93]. Let P be the uniform probability distribu-
tion over C. ForX C C,u € RY, and g € (0, 1], let Qup(X | C u) (definition E.z5)
return the probability that an outcome lottery in X is drawn from the top q-quantile of P,
sorted by expected utility underw. Then Q, p(B | C, u) Zr’; oot: RY Qur(4 | Cu).
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Proof. Item 1. Consider

h(X, C | u) = LlagexveeCxTuzcTu (E.48)
=min| ], Z n ﬂ(x—c)TuZO . (E.49)
x€X ceC

Since halfspaces are measurable, each indicator function is measurable on u. The finite sum of
the finite product of measurable functions is also measurable. Since min is continuous (and
therefore measurable), (X, C | u) is measurable on u.

Furthermore, / is an EU-determined function:

Vx Ve
———
h(X,Clu)=g [XT“]xex’ [CT“]cec (E.s0)
= ILE!vxEVX:Vv[eVC:UXZU[- (E'SI)

Then by lemma E.24, b is invariant to joint permutation by the ¢,. Since ¢;- C = C,lemma E.23

shows that /' (X | w) := h(X, C | u) is also invariant under joint permutation by the ¢,. Since

b is a measurable function of u, so is #’. Then since /' is bounded, lemma E.18 shows that

S X | Dany) = By, [/J’(X | u)] is invariant under joint permutation by ¢;.
Furthermore, it X" C X, f(X” | Dany) < f(X | Dany) by the monotonicity of probability.

Then by lemma E.22,

F(B| Diny) = Optimal (B K fDany) >" 0., Optimal (A Ko fDmy) = F(A | Dany).

Item 2. Because X, C are finite sets, the denominator of FracOptimal (X | C, u) is never zero,
and so the function is well-defined. FracOptimal (X | C, u) is an EU-determined function:

Vx Ve
—_————

FracOptimal (X | G u) =g [XTu]XeX, [cTu]CGC (Es2)

[v € Vy | v=maxyep, U’]
= > (E~53)

/
[arg maxv,eVC v ]

with the [-] denoting a multiset which allows and counts duplicates. Then by lemma E.24,
FracOptimal (X | G, u) is invariant to joint permutation by the ¢;.
We now show that FracOptimal (X | C, u) is a measurable function of u.

‘{arg max, c’Tu} N X’

FracOptimal (X | C,u) =

> (E.54)
){arg max_, - c’Tu}‘
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1 T
ZXGX X€argmax /.~ ¢' ' u

= (E.s5)

I]_ as
ZCEC ceargmaxy-¢c''u

ZXGX Hc'eC ﬂ(x—c/)TuZO

ZceC HC’EC IL(c—c’)TuZO

Equation (E.56) holds because x belongs to the arg maxiff Ve € C : x"u > ¢"u. Furthermore,
this condition is met iff u belongs to the intersection of finitely many closed halfspaces; there-

fore, {u € R | MMeec Lix—c)Tuz0 = 1} is measurable. Then the sums in both the numerator

and denominator are both measurable functions of u, and the denominator cannot vanish.
Therefore, FracOptimal (X | C, u) is a measurable function of u.

Letg(X | w) := FracOptimal (X | C, u). Since ¢, C = C,lemma E.23 shows that ¢(X | u)
is also invariant to joint permutation by ¢;. Since ¢ is measurable and bounded [0, 1], apply
lemma E.18 to conclude that £ (X | Dany) = Eu~,, [g(X | G, u)] is also invariant to joint
permutation by ¢;.

Furthermore, if X" C X C C, then f(X” | Dany) < f(X | @any). So apply lemma E.22

to conclude that FracOptimal (B | C, Y)any) = f(B| Day) 2 n fA| Dany) =
. ﬂﬂy
FracOptimal (A | G, @any).

Item 3. Apply the reasoning initem rwith inner function /(X | G, u) = LaxexveeCxTu<cTu-
Item 4. Let X C C. Boltzmanny (X | G u) is the expectation of an EU function:

Vy Ve
—_—— —
Boltzmanny (X | Cu) = g7 [xTu] X’ [cTu] el (Es7)
_ Zwra®” (E.58)
ZZ)E VC ev/T

Therefore, by lemma E.24, Boltzmann7 (X | C, u) is invariant to joint permutation by the ¢;.

Inspecting eq. (E.s8), we see that ¢ is continuous on u (and therefore measurable), and
bounded [0, 1] since X' € C and the exponential function is positive. Therefore, by lemma E.18,
the expectation version is also invariant to joint permutation for all permutations ¢ € S;:

Boltzmannr (X | C, fDany) = Boltzmannr (¢ X|¢-Cg- @any).

Since ¢;- C = C,lemma E.23 shows that /(X | Dayy) = Boltzmanny (X | G, @any) is also
invariant under joint permutation by the ¢;. Furthermore, if X" C X, then f (X" | Dayy) <
J (X | Dany). Then apply lemma E.22 to conclude that Boltzmanny (B | G, Dany) = f(B]|
Diny) 20,1, (A | Dury) 1= Bolzmanny (A Ko iDany).

Item s. Let involution ¢ € S, fix C (s.e. ¢ - C = C).

best-of-k(X | C, u) (E.59)
= E [FracOptimal (X N{ay,...,a;} | {ay,...,a;}, u)] (E.60)

ay,...,a;~unif(C)
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= E [FracOptimal((¢'X)ﬂ{¢'al,---)¢'ak}|{¢'al’“"?”'ak}’¢'u)]

ay,...,az~unif(C)

(E.61)
:¢~a1,,.,,¢-aEunif(¢~C) [FracOptimal ((¢ X)n{p-ay....p -} {p-an....¢-a}, o u)]

(E.62)
=: best-of-k(¢-X | ¢-C ¢ -u). (E.63)

By the proof of item 2,

FracOptimal (X N{ay...,a;} | {ay,..., &}, u) =
FracOptimal ((¢- X) N{¢-ay,...,¢ - ar} | {¢-ap....¢ ar}, - u);

thus, eq. (E.61) holds. Since ¢ - C = C and since the distribution is uniform, eq. (E.62)
holds. Therefore, best-of-£(X | C, u) is invariant to joint permutation by the ¢;, which are
involutions fixing C.

We now show that best-of-£(X | C, u) is measurable on u.

best-of-k(X | C, u) (E.64)
= E [FracOptimal (X n{a,....a} | {an,..., 2}, u)] (E.65)
ay,...,ap~unif (C)
1 .
= W Z FracOptimal (X N{ay,...,a;} | {ay,...,a;}, u). (E.66)
(ap,...,ap)ECF

Equation (E.66) holds because FracOptimal (X | C, u) is measurable on u by item 2, and mea-
surable functions are closed under finite addition and scalar multiplication. Then best-of-£(.X |
C, u) is measurable on u.

Let ¢(X | u) := best-of-k(X | C u). Since ¢; - C = C, lemma E.23 shows that g(X | u)
is also invariant to joint permutation by ¢;. Since ¢ is measurable and bounded [0, 1], apply
lemma E.18 to conclude that f (X | Dyyy) = Eu~,, [g(X | G, u)] is also invariant to joint
permutation by ¢,.

Furthermore, if X C X C C, then f(X” | Dany) < f(X | Dany). So apply lemma E.22
to conclude that best-of-k(B | C Dany) = f(B | Dany) 27 Duny fA | Day) =
best-of-k(A4 | C, Dany)-

Item 6. Satisfice, (X | G u) is an EU-determined function:

Vx Ve
—_——— —
Satisfice, (X | G u) = g/ | [x"u] _,. [c"u] wc (E.67)
_ Zoery Loxt ]1”2", (E.68)
ZueVC ﬂth

with the function evaluating to 0 if the denominator is 0.
Then applying lemma E.24, Satisfice, (X | C, u) is invariant under joint permutation by the ¢;.
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We now show that Satisfice; (X | C, u) is measurable on u.

ZXEX ]lxe{x' eRA |x'Tuxs

} T
deeC:cuxy
Satisfice; (X | G u) = { Zeec Lecfwerdiwruz} (E.69)

0 else.

Consider the two cases.

FceC:cluxr & ueU{u’eRdlcTuZt}.
ceC

The right-hand set is the union of finitely many halfspaces (which are measurable), and so the
right-hand set is also measurable. Then the casing is a measurable function of u. Clearly the
zero function is measurable. Now we turn to the first case.

In the first case, eq. (E.69)’s indicator functions test each x, ¢ for membership in a closed
halfspace with respect to u. Halfspaces are measurable sets. Therefore, the indicator function
is a measurable function of u, and so are the finite sums. Since the denominator does not
vanish within the case, the first case as a whole is a measurable function of u. Therefore,
Satisfice; (X | C, u) is measurable on u.

Since Satisfice; (X | C, u) is measurable and bounded [0, 1] (as X € C), apply lemma E.18

to conclude that Satisfice, (X | G, Y)any) = Satisfice, (¢ X |¢-Co- ‘Dany). Next, let f(X |

Dany) = Satisfice; (X | G ‘Dany). Since we just showed that Satisfice, (X | G, ‘Dany) is invari-

ant to joint permutation by the involutions ¢; and since ¢, - C = C, f(X | @any) is also
invariant to joint permutation by ¢;.

Furthermore, it X* C X, we have f (X" | Dyny) < f(X | Dany). Then applyinglemma E.22,
Satisfice, (B | C,u) =: f(B | Dany) 27 jDanyf(A | Dany) = Satisfice, (4] Cu).

Item 7. Suppose P is uniform over C and consider any of the involutions ¢,.

Mq,p(c | u) := inf {M eR| IE)P (XTu > M) < q} (E.70)
= inf {M eR| XI’?P ((P¢Z,X)T(P¢l.u) > M) < q} (E.71)
= inf {M eR | X}i.p (XT (P¢le) > M) < q} (E.72)
= inf {M eER| xLP)P (XT(P¢l.ll) > M) < q} (E.73)
= q,P(¢z' -C ¢ u). (E.74)

Equation (E.71) follows by the orthogonality of permutation matrices. Equation (E.73) follows
because if x € supp(P) = C, then ¢; - x € C = supp(P), and furthermore P(x) = P(Py x)
by uniformity.

Now we show the invariance of C, M, p(Clu) under joint permutation by ¢;:

C>Mq,p(C|u) = {C e C| c'u> Mq,p(c | u)} (E.7s)
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={ce ClI @0 (Ruw > Myp(ty Clgw)  (E76)

={ee g CIT(Ryu) > Myp(pi- Cl 4w} (E:77)
=: C>Mq,1’(¢i’c|¢['u)' (E.78)
Equation (E.76) follows by the orthogonality of permutation matrices and because M, p(C |
u) = Myp(¢;- C | ¢;-u) byeq. (E74). A similar proof shows that Coptyp(Clo) =

C:Mq,P(¢z"C|¢z"u) .
Recall that

1
P(X) xeC_yy p(Clw)
Qur(X | Cw) = 3" == Txecpy e + :
xeX P(C: ,»(Clu)

) (q - P (C>Mq,p(6|u))) -

(E.79)

Qur(X | Gu) = Qup(p; - X | ¢ - C ¢; - u),since Q is the sum of products of ¢,-invariant
quantities.
P(x) is non-negative because P is a probability distribution, and ¢ is assumed positive.

The indicator functions 1 are non-negative. By the definition of A4, p, P (C> M, p(C|u)) <gq.

Therefore, eq. (E.79) is the sum of non-negative terms. Thus, if X" C X, then Q, p(X” |
Cu) < Qup(X | Gu).

Letf(X | u) :== Q,p(X | G u).Since ;- C = Candsince Q, p(X | Cu) = Q, p($;- X |
¢i - C ¢; - u), lemma E.23 shows that /(X | u) is also jointly invariant to permutation by ¢,.
Lastly, if X" C X, we have £ (X" | Dany) < (X | Dany).

Apply lemma E.22 to conclude that Q, p(B | Cu) =t f(B | u) > R f(d]ua) =
Qur4 | Cu). O

Conjecture E.26 (Orbit tendencies occur for more quantilizer base distributions). Proposi-
tion E.1r’s item 7 holds for any base distribution P over C such that minpep P(b) > max,e4 P(a).

. ,l .
Flirthermore, Qup(X | Cu) is measurable on u and so 2 gd A0 be generalized to
>

Tmost: Dypy”

E.3 DETAILED ANALYSES OF MR SCENARIOS

E3.1  ACTION SELECTION

Consider a bandit problem with five arms ay, . .., as partitioned 4 := {41}, B = {ay,..., as},
which each action has a definite utility u,. There are 7" = 100 trials. Suppose the training
procedure train uses the e-greedy strategy to learn value estimates for each arm. At the end
of training, train outputs a greedy policy with respect to its value estimates. Consider any
action-value initialization, and the learning rate is set # := 1. To learn an optimal policy, at
worst, the agent just has to try each action once.

Lemma E.27 (Lower bound on success probability of the train bandit). Letu € R assign
strictly maximal utility to a;, and suppose train (described above) runs for T > 5 trials. Then

forain({ai} Tw) 2 1= (1 =97



Proof. Since the trained policy can be stochastic,

frrain({4:} | w) = P (a; is assigned probability 1 by the learned greedy policy) .

Since 4; has strictly maximal utility which is deterministic, and since the learning rate & = 1,
if action ; is ever drawn, it is assigned probability 1 by the learned policy. The probability that
a; is never explored is at most (1 — £) T because at worst, 4; is an “explore” action (and not an
“exploit” action) at every time step, in which case it is ignored with probability 1 — £. O

Proposition E.28 (The train bandit is 4-retargetable). £, is (R>, 4 4 B)-retargetable.

Proof. Let¢; == a; <> a;fori =2,...,5andlet® = R>. We want to show that whenever
u € R’ induces frrain (4 | W) > frrain (B | w), retargeting u will get train to instead learn to pull
a B-action: firain (A4 | ¢; - @) < frrain(B | ¢ - u).

Suppose we have such a u. If u is constant, a symmetry argument shows that each action
has equal probability of being selected, in which case firain (4 | ) = % < g—* = firain(B | w)—a
contradiction. Therefore, u is not constant. Similar symmetry arguments show that 4’s action
ay has strictly maximal utility (w; > max;—p s u;).

But for 7' = 100, lemma E.27 shows that fiin(4 | w) = firain({@1} | w) = 1and
Sferain({ai21} | 0) ® 0 = fiain(B | W) = X121 ferain ({4, } | w) = 0. The converse statement
holds when considering ¢; - u instead of uw. Therefore, train satisfies definition s.5’s item 1
(retargetability). These ¢; - u € © = R’ because R’ is closed under permutation by Ss,
satisfying item 2.

Consider another v’ € R such that Sferain(4 | @) > firain(B | W), and consider 7 # ;.
By the above symmetry arguments, u’ must also assign 2; maximal utility. By lemma E.27,

Sferain({2;} | ¢:-u) = 1and firain( {aj} | ¢;-u) = Osinces # 7, and vice versa when considering

¢; - winstead of ¢; - u. Then since ¢, - uand ¢; - u induce distinct probability distributions
over learned actions, they cannot be the same utility function. This satisfies item 3. O]

C)orollary E.29 (The train bandit has orbit-level tendencies). fi.i»(B | u) anm RS Srraim (4 |
u).

Proof. Combine proposition E.28 and theorem s.6. O

E.}.Z OBSERVATION REWARD MAXIMIZATION

Let T be a reasonably long rollout length, so that O7re,ch is large—many different step-7"
observations can be induced.

Proposition E.30 (Final reward maximization has strong orbit-level incentives in MR). Let
. Ot’dﬂt’
n .= I_uj-fmax(Olmve | R) Zzlost: Rofmax(Oxtay | R)'

stay
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Figure E.x: Map of the first level of Montezuma’s Revenge.

Proof. Consider the vector space representation of observations, R!9l Define 4 := {e, | 0 €
Ostay ), B := {€, | 0 € Oteave}, and € := Orpeqch = A U B the union of Oy, Oleave-

Since | Oegve| = ‘Osmy‘ by assumption that 7" is reasonably large, consider the involution
$1 € S)o) which embeds Oyray into Oleqye, while fixing all other observations. If possible, produce
another involution ¢, which also embeds Oyt into Ojeqye, which fixes all other observations,
and which “doesn’t interfere with ¢,” (Z.e. ¢2 - (¢1 - A) = ¢1-A). We can produce z := [MJ

stay
such involutions. Therefore, B contains 7 copies (definition E.7) of 4 via involutions ¢y, . . ., ¢,,.
Furthermore, ¢; - (4 U B) = A U B, since each ¢; swaps 4 with B C B, and fixesallb € B\ B’
by assumption. Thus, ¢ - C = C.

By proposition E.ir’s item 2, FracOptimal (B | G, R) szst. RO FracOptimal (A | G, R).
Since finax uniformly randomly chooses a maximal-reward observation to induce, VX C C :
fmax(X | R) = FracOptimal (X | G, R). Therefore, fmax(Oleave | R) Zﬁl wst: RO Jmax(Ostay |
R). l

We want to reason about the probability that decide leaves the initial room by time 7" in its
rollout trajectories.

. ]E’d » (7 has left the first room by step 7), (E.80)

T~7|50

]7clecide(leave | ‘9) :

P (7 has not left the first room by step 7). (E.81)
w~decide(),

7~7|s50

Pdccidc(Stay | ‘9) :

We want to show that reward maximizers tend to leave the room: piay (leave | R) 27 o
Pmax(stay | R). However, we must be careful: In general, finax(Oleave | R) # pmax(leave | R)
and finax(Ostay | R) # pmax(stay | R). For example, suppose that o7 € Ojeaye. By the definition

of Oleaye, 07 can only be observed if the agent has left the room by time step 7', and so the



trajectory 7 must have left the first room. The converse argument does not hold: The agent
could leave the first room, re-enter, and then wait until time 7". Although one of the doors
would have been opened (fig. 5.1), the agent can also open the door without leaving the room,
and then realize the same step-7" observation. Therefore, this observation doesn’t belong to
Olcave-

Lemma E.31 (Room-status inequalities for MR).

pdecide(ﬁdy | ‘9) Sfgiecide(Osmy | 5): (E-82')
d”dfdecide(Olmve | ‘9) Spdecide(ledve | ‘9) (E'83)
Proof. For any decide,
Pdecide(Stay | 6) (E-84)
= P tays th h step T E.8
o, (7 stays through step 7') (E.85)
7~7|s50
= P tstep T of 7 P t tstep T E.86
Z w~decide(8), (0 arstep £ 0 ) w~decide(d), (TS s | oatstep ) ( )
0€0 T~7|50 T~7lso
= P tstep T P t tstep 1’ E.8
Z w~decide(8), (0 At step ) w~decide(8), (T Stays | 0 atstep ) ( 7)
0€0T reach T~7so 7~7so
= P tstep 7' P 7 st tstep T E.88
Z w~decide(8), (0 arstep ) w~decide(8), ( Srays | oatstep ) ( )
0€0say T~7|so T~7lso
< P tstep 7' E.8
Z z~decide(d), (0 4t Step ) ( 9)
UEOstay T~7Z’|J0
= P ( € O ) E.
w~decide(d), or =y ( 90)
T~7|50
= _ﬁiecide(ostay | 0). (E.on)

Equation (E.87) holds because the definition of O7.resch ensures that if 0 € O7each, then
P~ decide(8), (0 | 9) = 0. Because 0 € Of.reqch \ Ostay implies that 7 left and so

T~7|so

P 7 st tstep 7') =0,
w~decide(d), ( Srays | oatstep )

T~7|so

eq. (E.88) follows. Then we have shown eq. (E.82).
For eq. (E.83),

fdecide(Oleave | ‘9) (E'92')
= P € Oleave E.
i) (07 € Oleave) (E.93)
T~7|s0
= Z 7;~de£?dc(¢9), (oatstep 7T) (E.94)
0€ Oleaye T~7I|J‘0
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= Z P (oatstep 7T) P (7 leaves by step T | o atstep 7T) (E.95)

~decide(8), ~decide(4),
oeolea"e” 7~71r|50 ” T~71T|50
= P tstep T P 71 by step T° tstep T E.o6
Z w~decide(8), (0 4t step ) w~decide(8), ( caves by step | oatstep ) ( ? )
0€0 T~7|so T~7lso
= P (7 has left the first room by step 7T') (E.97)
w~decide(8),
7~7|so
= Pdecide (leave | 8). (E.98)

Equation (E.9s) follows because, since 0 € Ojeaye are only realizable by leaving the first room,
this implies Py~ gecide(8), (7 leaves by step T | o at step T') = 1. Equation (E.96) follows because

7~7|so

Oteave € O, and probabilities are non-negative. Then we have shown eq. (E.83). O

Corollary E.32 (Final reward maximizers tend to leave the first room in MR).

pmas(leave | R) 2" pras(stay | R). (E.99)

Proof. Using lemma E.31 and proposition E.30, apply lemma E.14 with f(R) = pmax(leave |

R):ﬁ (R) = fmax(Oleave | R),ﬁ (R) ::fmax(ostay | R):]% (R) = pmax(Stay | R) to conclude
that pmax (leave | R) >” Pmax(stay | R). H

most: RO

E.3.3 FEATURIZED REWARD MAXIMIZATION

Consider the featurization function which takes as input an observation o € O:

# of keys in inventory shown by o
# of swords in inventory shown by o
# of torches in inventory shown by o |’
# of amulets in inventory shown by o

feat(o) = (E.100)

Consider Agye = {feat(o) | o€ Osmy},Bfeat = {feat(o) | o€ Oleave}-

Lete; € R* be the standard basis vector with a 1 in entry 7 and 0 elsewhere. When restricted
to the room shown in fig. 5.1, the agent can either acquire the key in the first room and retain it
until step 7 (e;), or reach time step 7" empty-handed (0). We conclude that Ag.,. = {e;, 0}.

For B, recall that in section 5.4.2 we assumed the rollout length 7" to be reasonably
large. Then by leaving the room, some realizable trajectory induces o7 displaying an inventory
containing only a sword (e;), or only a torch (e3), or only an amulet (e4), or nothing at all (0).
Therefore, {€3, €3, €4, 0} C Bfeye. Bear contains 3 copies of Af.,, (definition E.7) via involutions
¢; + 1 <> 4,7 # 1. Suppose all feature coefficient vectors a € R* are plausible. Then ® := R*.

Let us be more specific about what is entailed by featurized reward maximization. The
decidenay (@) procedure takes « as input and then considers the reward function o + feat(0) " a.
Then, decidep,x uniformly randomly chooses an observation 07 € O7.reach Which maximizes
this featurized reward, and then uniformly randomly chooses a policy which implements o7-.
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Lemma E.33 (FracOptimal inequalities). Let X C Y’ C Y C R be finite, and letu € R,
Then

FracOptimal (X | ¥, u) < FracOptimal (X | ¥”,u) < FracOptimal (X U (Y \ ¥') | L u).
(E.101)

Proof. For finite X; C R4, let Best (Xl | u) = argmax, xlTu. Supposey’ € Best (Y i u),
buty’ ¢ Best (Y | u). Then for all a € Best (Y' | u),

a'u=y u<maxy'u (E.102)
yey

Soa ¢ Best (¥ | u). Then either Best (¥ | u) C Best (Y | u), or the two sets are disjoint.

_ [Best (Y [ w) N X|

FracOptimal (X | ¥, u) = |Best ta u)| (E.103)
Best (Y | u) N X]| FracOptimal (X | ¥, u) (Ex04)

= t , .
|Best ] u)| racOptima u 104

If Best (Y’ | u) € Best(Y | u), thensince X C Y’, we have X N Best (Y’ |u) = X N
Best (Y | u). Then in this case, eq. (E.103) has equal numerator and larger denominator than
eq. (E.104). On the other hand, if Best (Y’ | u) N Best (¥ | u) = &, thensince X C Y7,
X N Best (Y | u) = @. Then eq. (E.103) equals 0, and eq. (E.104) is non-negative. Either
way, eq. (E.104)’s inequality holds. To show the second inequality, we handle the two cases
separately.

SUBSET CASE. Suppose that Best (¥’ | u) C Best (Y | u).

|Best(Y’ | u) ﬂX| - |Best(Y’ | u) ﬂX|+|Best(Y\Y’|u)|

< E.1o
Best (Y7 | u))| Best (Y7 | u)| + [Best (Y'\ ¥ | u)| (E105)
Best (Y | u) N X|+ [Best (Y \ ¥ |u) N (Y\ V)]
= (E.106)
|Best(Y’ | u)| + |Best(Y\ Y| u)|
_ |Best (Y” | w) N X|+[Best (Y | w) N (Y \ V)| .
- |Best (Y7 | u)| + [Best (¥ \ ¥ | u)| (F17)
|Best(Y’ | u) ﬁX| + |Best(Y lu)N (Y Y')|
— (E.108)
|Best (Y| u)|
Best (¥ | u) N X]| + [Best (¥ | u) N (¥'\ V)]
_ (E.109)
Best (Y | u)|
[Best (Y | w) n (YU (¥ \ 1))
(E.1ro)
|Best(Y | u)|
=: FracOptimal (X U (Y \ Y’) | ¥, u). (E.1m)
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Equation (E.105) follows because when < d, k£ > 0, we have 7 < %. For eq. (E.107), since

Best (Y’ | u) C Best (¥ | u), we must have
Best (¥ | u) = Best (Y \ Y’ | u) UBest (Y’ | u).
But then

BadY|®rNY\Y@:(&m(Y\YWuMWOW}ﬁ)UO%uQ”hﬂﬂ(Y\Y»

(E.m2)
=Best(Y\ Y |u)n(Y\Y). (E.13)
Then eq. (E.107) follows. Equation (E.108) follows since
Best (Y |u) =Best (Y \ Y’ | u) UBest (Y’ | u).
Equation (E.109) follows since X C Y”, and so
Best (Y’ |u) N X =Best (Y |u) N X.
Equation (E.110) follows because X C Y” is disjoint of ¥\ Y”. We have shown that
FracOptimal (X | Y’, u) < FracOptimal (X U (Y \ Y') | ¥, u)
in this case.
DISJOINT CASE.  Suppose that Best (¥’ | u) N Best (Y | u) = &.
Best (Y | u) N X|
<1 (E.ing)
[Best (Y7 | u)|
B Y\v
= | st (V') lu)l (E.115)
[Best (Y'\ Y7 | u)|
Best (Y\ Y’ NY\Y
= | est(FA Y w0 (V) )| (E.n6)
[Best (Y'\ Y7 | u)]
[Best (Y \ Y’ [u)n (XU (Y \Y))
= (E.1ry)
[Best (Y \ ¥ | )|
B Y NXu\Y
_[Best (v [w) n (XU (r\ ¥)| _—
|Best (Y| u)|
=: FracOptimal (X U (Y \ Y') | ¥, u). (E.119)

Equation (E.114) follows because Best (¥” | u) N X C Best (¥’ | u). For eq. (E.117), note that
we trivially have Best (¥’ | u) N Best (Y \ ¥’ | u) = &, and also that X € Y. Therefore,
Best (Y \ ¥’ | u) NX = &, and eq. (E.1r7) follows. Finally, the disjointness assumption implies
that

max y'u < maxy' w
y'eY’ yey
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Therefore, the optimal elements of ¥ must come exclusively from Y\ Y’ 7.e. Best (Y | u) =
Best (Y \ Y7 | u). Then eq. (E.u8) follows, and we have shown that

FracOptimal (X | Y’,u) < FracOptimal (X U (Y \ ¥’) | ¥, u)

in this case. [

Conjecture E.34 (Generalizing lemma E.33). Lemma E.33 and Turner et al. [99]’s Lemma
E.26 have extremely similar functional forms. How can they be unified?

Proposition E.35 (Featurized reward maximizers tend to leave the first room in MR).

Pmax(leave | a) an oo pé Pmax(stay | 2). (E.120)

Proof. We want to show that fax(Oeave | @) ="

most:

gt Jmax(Osaay | @). Recall that Ape,e =

{e1, 0}, By, = {e2, €3, €4} C Brear-
Pmax(stay | 2) (E.x2x)
S_]Cmax(Osmy | “) (E-IZZ)
= P ( € O ) E.
w~decidenax (2), or 2y ( 123)
T~7lso

= P (oT € Oyray, feat(or) # 0) + P (oT € Oyiay, feat(or) = 0)

w~decidey (@), w~decidenay (2),

~7|s0 7~7|so
(E.i24)
< FracOptimal ({e;} | Cpear 2) + P (oT € Ogy, feat(or) = 0) (E.r2s)
w~decidenax (2),
T~7|s50

< FracOptimal ({e;} | {e1, €2, €3, €4}, 2) + P (oT € Oypay, feat(or) = 0)

mw~decidey (@),

T~7|so
(E.126)
_fn o5t RY, FracOptimal ({e,, €3, €4} | {e1, €2, €3, €4}, 2)
+ P € Oleaves ft =0
w~decidenax (2), (OT ! Cat(OT) )
T~7|s50
(Ex27)
< FracOptimal ({CZJ €3, 64} U (Cfeat \ {eb €2, €3, 64}) | Cfeal‘; 0[) (EIZS)
= FracOptimal (Cpea \ {€1} | Ceaw #) (E.129)
< P € O E.
~decideny (), (0T leave) ( 130)
T~7Z|.Y()
= fmax(Oleave | 2) (E.131)
< pmax(leave | ). (E.;32)
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Equation (E.121) and eq. (E.132) hold by lemma E31. If 07 € Ogay is realized by finax and
feat(or) # 0, then we must have feat(o7) = {e;} be optimal and so the e; inventory configu-
ration is realized. Therefore, eq. (E.125) follows. Equation (E.126) follows by applying the first
inequality of lemma E.33 with X := {e;}, Y’ = {e;, e, €3, €4}, ¥ = Cye.

By applying proposition E.ir’s item 2 with 4 := Ag,e = {e1}, B’ = Bgeat = {ey, €3, €4},
C = AU B, wehave

. 3
FracOptimal ({e1} | {e}, €2, €3, €4}, @) S st RY,

FracOptimal ({ex, €3, €5} | {e1, €2, €3, €4}, 2). (E133)

Furthermore, observe that

P (OT € Osta}” feat(OT) = 0) < P (OT € Oleayes feat(oT) = 0)
w~decidenay (2), m~decidemax (2),
7~7|so 7~7|s0

(E.34)
because either 0 is not optimal (in which case both sides equal o), or else 0 is optimal, in which

case the right side is strictly greater. This can be seen by considering how decidepmay («) uni-
formly randomly chooses an observation in which the agent ends up with an empty inventory.
As argued previously, the vast majority of such observations can only be induced by leaving the
first room.

Combining eq. (E.133) and eq. (E.134), eq. (E.127) follows. Equation (E.128) follows by
applying the second inequality of lemma E.33 with X = {e), e3, €4}, Y = {e}, ez, €3, €4},
Y = Cga. Iffeat(or) € By is realized by finax, then by the definition of Brey, 07 € Ojegye is
realized, and so eq. (E.130) follows.

Then by applying lemma E.14 with

Jfo(@) = pmax(leave | ), (E.135)
fi(a) = FracOptimal ({el} | {e1, €2, €3, €4}, a) s (E.136)
fz (a) = FracOptirnal ({62, €3, 64} | {61, €7, €3, 64} , 05) 5 (E.137)
f3(@) = pmax(stay | @), (E.138)
we conclude that pp,y (leave | ) anost: RS, Pmax(stay | @). O

Lastly, note thatif 0 € ® and /(4 | 0) > /(B | 0), f cannot be even be simply retargetable
for the © parameter set. This is because V¢ € S, ¢ - 0 = 0. For example, inductive bias ensures
that, absent a reward signal, learned policies tend to stay in the initial room in MR. This is one
reason why section 5.4.4’s analysis of the policy tendencies of reinforcement learning excludes
the all-zero reward function.

E.4 LOWER BOUNDS ON MDP POWER-SEEKING INCENTIVES FOR OPTIMAL POLICIES

Turner et al. [99] prove conditions under which at least half of the orbit of every reward
function incentivizes power-seeking behavior. For example, in fig. E.2, they prove that avoiding
@ maximizes average per-timestep reward for at least half of reward functions. Roughly, there
are more self-loop states (&, € /, i, 7 ») available if the agent goes left or right instead
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of up towards @. We strengthen this claim, with corollary E.47 showing that for at least
three-quarters of the orbit of every reward function, it is average-optimal to avoid @.
Therefore, we answer Turner et al. [99]’s open question of whether increased number of
environmental symmetries quantitatively strengthens the degree to which power-secking is
incentivized. The answer is yes. In particular, it may be the case that only one in a million
state-based reward functions makes it average-optimal for Pac-Man to die immediately.

Q0D

A

ot )

6/ — fy — K — T — T
left right

Figure E.2: A toy MDP for reasoning about power-secking tendencies. Reproduced from
Turner et al. [99].

We will briefly restate several definitions needed for our key results, theorem E.46 and
corollary E.47. For explanation, see Turner et al. [99].

Definition E.36 (Non-dominated linear functionals). Let X C R!S! be finite. ND (X) :=
{x €eX|3reRP:xTr> MaXy/ex\ {x} x’Tr}.

Definition E.37 (Bounded reward function distribution). Dpunq is the set of bounded-
support probability distributions Dpeund-

Remark. When 7 = 1, lemma E.38 reduces to the first part of Turner et al. [99]’s lemma D.29,
and lemma E.40 reduces to the first part of Turner et al. [99]’s lemma D.33.

Lemma E.38 (Quantitative expectation superiority lemma). Let A, B C R be finite and let
¢ R — Rbea (total) increasing function. Suppose B contains n copies of ND (A). Then

T T
g(fﬁ;;‘b ) g(?&“ )

Proof. Because ¢ : R — R is increasing, it is measurable (as is max).
— T . T :
Let L = inf resupp(Dyoung) MXxex X' 1, U 1= sup resupp(Dyoun) MAXxEX X T Both exist be-

>" E

—most: :Dbozmd ~ Dbound

E

~Dipound

. (E.139)

cause Dyound has bounded support. Furthermore, since ¢ is monotone increasing, it is bounded
[¢(L), g(U)] on [L, U]. Therefore, g is measurable and bounded on each supp(Dpound), and
so the relevant expectations exist for all Dpoynd-

For finite X C R, let f(X | u) := g(maxgey X' u). By lemma E.24, £ is invariant under
joint permutation by S,. Furthermore, f is measurable because ¢ and max are. Therefore, apply
lemma E.18 to conclude that /(X | Dpound) = Bu~Dyoyg [g(maxxe X xTu)] is also invariant
under joint permutation by S, (with / being bounded when restricted to supp(Dpound))-
Lastly, it X" C X, f (X" | Dyound) < (X | Dpound) because ¢ is increasing.

E T = E
g (Tea/;( 2 u)] uNDbound g

u~ Dbound

( max aTu)] (E.140)

aeND(4)
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<" E

—most: Dany t~Dyound

. (E.x41)

bT
v

Equation (E.140) follows by corollary D.16 of [99]. Equation (E.141) follows by applying
lemma E.22 with f as defined above with the ¢y, . . . , ¢, guaranteed by the copy assumption. [

Definition E.39 (Linear functional optimality probability [99]). For finite 4, B C RISI, the
probability under D,y that A is optimal over B is

A>B) =P maxa'r > maxb'r|.
P(Dany ( ) £~ Dany acAd beB

Lemma E.40 (Quantitative optimality probability superiority lemma). Lez 4, B, C ¢ R?
be finite and let Z satisfy ND (C) € Z C C. Suppose that B contains n copies of ND (A)

via involutions ¢;. Furthermore, let Beyyy, = B\ (Uf:1¢,' -ND (A)); suppose that for all 1,

¢z’ : (Z \ fotm) =Z \ Bextra
Then pop,,, (B > C) =7 P Dy (A = C).

most: Dy,

Proof. For finite X, ¥ C Rd, let

g()(: Y| ®any) = P‘Dmy (X 2 Y) = ]% ﬂmaxxexxTuZmaxyEnyu .

u~Lany

By the proof of item 1 of proposition E.11, g is the expectation of a u-measurable function. gisan
EU function, and so lemma E.24 shows that it is invariant to joint permutation by ¢;. Letting
JY(X | Dany) = g(X, Y | Dany),lemma E.23shows that fy (X | Dany) = fr(¢:-X | ¢i+ Dany)
whenever the ¢; satisty ¢; - ¥ = Y.

Furthermore, if X C X, then fy (X" | Dany) < fy (X | Dany)-

PDuy (A 2 C) =pp,, (ND(4) = C) (E.142)
< PDay (ND (4) 2 Z\ Bexera) (E.143)
<ot Dy PDuny (B 2 Z\ Besara) (E.144)
< PDyy (BU Bexira 2 Z) (E.145)
=PD,y (B2 2Z) (E.146)
=PpD,y (B2 C). (E.147)

Equation (E.142) follows by Turner et al. [99]’s lemma D.17’s item 2 with X = 4, X’ =
ND (4) (similar reasoning holds for C and Z in eq. (E.147)). Equation (E.143) follows by the
first inequality of lemma D.31 of [99] with X := 4, Y = C Y’ := Z \ Bexyra. Equation (E.144)
follows by applying lemma E.22 with the f7 g, . defined above. Equation (E.145) follows
by the second inequality of lemma D.31 of [99] with X = 4, Y = Z Y = Z \ Bexra-
Equation (E.146) follows because Beyira € B.



Lettingﬁ)(Dany) = PDmy (A 2 C) ’ﬁ(q)any) = P@any (ND (A) >Z \ Bextra) )f:’z(@any) =
PD.y (B >Z\ Bextra) 3 3(Dany) = P Doy (B > C), apply lemma E.14 to conclude that

PD‘*“)’ (A Z C) SI;ilost: D pDany (B Z C) .

any

]

Definition E.41 (Rewardless MDP [99]). (8, <A, T') is a rewardless MDP with finite state and
action spaces § and ¢4, and stochastic transition function 7" : § X <4 — A(S). We treat the
discount rate y as a variable with domain [0, 1].

Definition E.42 (1-cycle states [99]). Lete, € RI8! be the standard basis vector for state s, such
that thereis alin the entry for state sand 0 elsewhere. Statesisal-cydeif 3a € <4 : T'(s, a) = e,.
State s is a terminal state ifVa € A : T(s5,a) = e,.

Definition E.43 (State visit distribution [o1]). TT := <49, the set of stationary deterministic

policies. The visit distribution induced by following policy 7 from state s at discount rate
y€[0,1)isf™(y) == X207 Eyerls [ejt]. £7° is a visit distribution function; F (s) = {f™ |
7 € I1}.

Definition E.44 (Recurrent state distributions [68]). The recurrent state distributions which
can be induced from state s are RSD (s) = {lim},_A(I -nf>(y) | 7€ H}. RSD, 4 (s) is the

set of RsDs which strictly maximize average reward for some reward function.

Definition E.4s (Average-optimal policies [99]). The average-optimal policy set for reward
function R is [1*¢ (R) := {7z ell|Vse§:d™ € argmax deRSD() dTr} (the policies which

induce optimal RsDs at all states). For D C RSD (s), the average optimality probability is
P@any (D, average) = PRN(DW (Ed”" e D:z el (R)).

Remark. Theorem E.46 generalizes the first claim of Turner et al. [99]’s theorem 4.29, and
corollary E.47 generalizes the first claim of Turner et al. [99]’s corollary 4.30.

Theorem E.46 (Quantitatively, average-optimal policies tend to end up in “larger” sets of
RsDs). Let D', D C RSD (s). Suppose that D contains n copies of D' and that the sets D' U D
and RSDyq (s) \ (D" U D) have pairwise orthogonal vector elements (i.e. pairwise disjoint vector
support). ThenPg, (D', average) <” P‘Dmy (D, average).

~most: Dy

Proof. Let D; := ¢; - D', where D; C D by assumption.
LetS = {5’ € S| maxgepupd ey > 0}.

Define
() afy
$i(s) = {75( ) i#ses (E.148)

s else.
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Since ¢; is an involution, ¢/, is also an involution. Furthermore, ¢ - D' = D;, ¢ - D; = IV,
and ¢’ -D;=D; forj # 7 because we assumed that these equalities hold for ¢;, and I/, D, D; C
D' U D and so the vectors of these sets have support contained in S.

LetD* == D'V”_ DU (RSDy4 (5) \ (D' U D)). Byan argument mirroring that in the proof
of theorem 4.29 in Turner etal. [99] and using the fact that ¢-D; = D; forall7 # j,4.-D* = D*.
Consider Z := (RSDyq (5) \ (D’ U D)) U D' U D. First, Z € RSD (s) by definition. Second,
RSD,q4 (5) = RSDpq (5) \ (D' UD) U (RSDyq (s) N D') U (RSDyq (5) N D) C Z. Note that
D" =Z\ (D\ V. D).

PDany (D,’ aVerage) :p(Dany (D, 2 RSD (_S‘)) (EI49)
SI;;LlOSt: bany pDany (D 2 RSD (S)) (E.ISO)
= PDmy (D, average) . (E.151)

Since ¢’ - D' € Dand ND (D) € IV, ¢ - ND (D) € D and so D contains 7 copies of
ND (') via involutions ¢.. Then eq. (E.150) holds by applying lemma E.40 with 4 = D/,
B; = D,foralli =1,...,n,B = D,C = RSD (s5), Z as defined above, and involutions ¢’

which satisfy &/ - (Z \ (B\ Ul’leB,-)) =4 -D* =D =2\ (B\U",B). 0

Corollary E.47 (Quantitatively, average-optimal policies tend not to end up in any given
l-cycle). Let D' = {e,{, ey ej;e}, D, = {e,l, ey esn,,e} C RSD (s) be disjoint, forn > 1,k > 1.
Then PDW (D', average) <” Po (RSD () \ I, average).

most: bany any

Proof. Foreachi € {1,..., n},let

b= (57 SG=1)ke1) = (5 S(im1)ksk)s

D; = {e-‘(z’—l) LR ef(i—l)~/e+/c} >

D :=RSD(s)\ D.

Each D; € D, € RSD (s) \ D’ by disjointness of 1)’ and D,..

D contains 7 copies of D' via involutions @y, ..., ¢,. D’ U D = RSD (s) and RSD,q (s) \
RSD (s) = 0 trivially have pairwise orthogonal vector elements.

Apply theorem E.46 to conclude that

P‘Dany (D, average) < o Dy P@my (RSD (s) \ D, average).

LetA := {e, e}, BCR>, C := AUB. Conjecture E.48 conjectures that e.g.

por (B> C) > B, P (42 C).

most:



Conjecture E.48 (Fractional quantitative optimality probability superiority lemma). Let 4,
B, C C R be finite. If 4 = UJ’.’ilAj and U7, B; € B such that for each 4;, B contains n
copies (By, ..., B,) of 4; via involutions ¢;; which also fix ¢;; - Ay = Ay forj” # j, then

pDany (B 2 C) Zgost: Dany pDany (A 2 C) ‘

We suspect that any proof of the conjecture should generalize lemma E.20 to the fractional
set copy containment case.
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Additional Theoretical Results

This chapter contains results on:

* Mbpr structure and representation (seemingly building towards a novel category-theoretic
treatment of MDPs),

¢ The expressivity of Markov reward [1],
* The properties of optimal value functions,

¢ Characterizing the MDPs in which there exist reward functions whose optimal policy set
depends on the discount rate,

* An optimal value-based distance metric on the state space,

* Animproved RL regret formalism and a no-free-lunch theorem prohibiting simultane-
ously bounding this regret for all reward functions,

* Power-secking incentives for agents with discount rate very close to 1, and

* Power-seeking incentives for e-optimal agents.

F.1 BASIC RESULTS ON VISIT DISTRIBUTIONS

The traditional view of Markov decision processes (MDPs) takes for granted a reward function
and discount rate, and considers the on-policy value function induced by solving the Bellman
equations for a given policy. The “dual” view considers the available szate visit distribution
functions.

I think that the dual view deserves more prominence: each reward function and discount
rate tuple merely imposes a preordering over policies g7ven the existing dynamics. The dual
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view regards the environment structure as primary, and the optimization objective as secondary.
Studying this environmental structure makes available unexplored areas of basic MDP theory.

We freely rely on the theorems and definitions of Optimal Policies Tend to Seek Power [99]
and Avoiding Side Effects in Complex Environments [98], as they do not depend on these results.
All MDPs are assumed to have finite state and action spaces.

Lemma FE.x (Each state has a visit distribution function). Vs € §: 1 < |_7:(5)|

Proof. |I] = |C/4||°S|. Each MDP must have at least one action and one state, and so IT is not

empty.
Letz € I,y € [0,1),5s € § and consider T7, the transition matrix which z induces. T”
is left stochastic and hence has spectral radius at most 1. Therefore, ¥ T” has spectral radius

strictly less than 1. This means that its Neumann series 3., (¥T7)" = (I — ;/T”)_l, where I is
the |§|-dimensional identity matrix.

7 (y) = Z 7/155,& [ey | 7 followed for # steps from 5] . (F.x)
t=0

By inspection, £7°(y) = Ie, + (;/T”) e + (;/T”)2 e+--,50f%(y) = (I — }/T”)_1 e. [
Corollary F.2 (f identity [68]). £7(y) = (I-yT7) e,

Lemma F.3 (Strictly increasing visit frequency). If 3y € [0,1) : £7°(y) ¢ {0, 1}, then £ (y)
Is strictly monotonically increasing on y € [0, 1).

Proof. Suppose 3y € [0,1) : £,°(y) ¢ {0,1}. This implies that there exists a summand in
the Neumann series ;.2 (}/T”)t e, in whose result 5" has a positive entry. If the only such
summand were at # = 0, f] ™(y) = 0, which is not the case. Therefore, # > 0 and the summand
must strictly increase with y € [0, 1). O

The intuition for the following result is that if s # s1, s can achieve strictly greater discounted
s-visitation frequency than 51 can.

Lemma F.4 (Each state has a unique visit distribution). Ifs # s;andy € [0,1), then ™ (y) €
Fnd(s7) \ F (51, 7)-

Proof. Given the fixed y € [0, 1), consider the visit distributions of s whose policies always
maximize discounted s-visitation frequency, no matter which state is the initial state. By
corollary F.67, at least one such maximizing visit distribution £7 (y) is non-dominated. Let

s #sand 7 € F(s)).

£7(y) < £7(7) (F.2)
= ]151:_; + E fjﬂ’fz F.

7/52~T(51,7r(51)) [ (7)] ( 3)

=7 E [ﬁmz (7)] (F.4)

52~T (51,7 (s1))



= E 1=+ E £ E.
752~T(J1,7f(51)) ? 753~T(;2,7r(;2)) [ ! (7/)] (F:s)

<7 () (F.6)
< £7(y). (F.7)
Equation (F.2) follows because 7 maximizes s-visitation frequency from every state. Equa-
tion (F.4) follows because 5; # 5 (1=, is the indicator function which returns 1 if 5; = sand 0

otherwise). Equation (F.6) follows because, at best, s, = s with probability 1; until s is reached,
no visitation frequency is accrued. Equation (F.7) follows because y € (0, 1).

Since VE™1 € F(51) : £71() < £7 (), £ ¢ F(s1). O

Fi1 CHILD DISTRIBUTIONS

Definition F.5 (Child state distributions). 7'(s) := {T(.f, a)|aecA }

Definition F.6 (Non-dominated child state distributions). The non-dominated child state
distributions are Tyq (s) == ND (T(s)).

Lemma F.7 (When the dynamics are locally deterministic, 7(s) = Tpq (5)). Suppose s is such
thatVa € A,s € §:T(s,a,5) € {0,1}. Then T (5) = Tpq (5).

Proof. Local determinism implies that 7°(s) is a set of one-hot state vectors €. Then each
e, strictly maximizes visitation frequency for s*. Therefore, e is strictly optimal for reward
functionr = e wheny = 0,and so e € Tpq (5). O

Lemma F.8 (Dominated child state distributions induce dominated visit distribution func-

tions). If T'(s,a) € T'(s) \ Tad (5) and 7 (s) = a, then £7 € F(5) \ Fna(s).

Proof. Letd == T(s,a) € T(s) \ Tng (s) and 7 (s) = 4 for some policy 7. If £7 € Fpq(s), £*

has to be strictly optimal for some R at some discount rate ¥ € (0, 1). In particular, in order

for £7 to be uniquely optimal for R at y, only actions equivalent to « at state s can be optimal.
Let v;,’ € RIS be Ve (-, }/) in column vector form. Then we must have

d'v” > d v~ F.8
Y77 wetove -7 (E8)

This contradicts the fact that 7°(s, 2) & Tphq (5). O

Lemma F.9 (Dynamics characterize the nested structure of visit distribution functions).

T(s4) € T(s) zﬁr{e:+)/Ejf~T(5,d) [f”] 165 € F( | 2(s) = 4)} C F(s).

Proof. T(s) = {lim7_>0 = (fw - ej) £ e j’:(s)}. The lemma then follows from the linear

independence of the canonical unit vectors: );; 2,€,, is an element of the right-hand set ift it is
an element of 7°(s). [



Definition F.xo (Normalized value and action-value functions). For policy 7,

Vi norm (R) 5y = lim (1=y) Vg (s 7)
this limit exists for all y € [0,1] by lemma D.4s. We similarly define V7 (57) and
Q;, norm (5’ a, 7 ) .

Lemma Fax (PowERg, , is the average normalized next-state optimal value).

POWER@bﬁund (5’ 7/) = E

< : (F.9)

max E [V” s, ]
rell 5’~T(;,7f(;)) R, norm ( 7)
Proof. They € (0, 1) case follows from eq. (D.94) in the proof of lemma D.43 and the fact that
wheny € (0,1), Vg . (&, y) = lim,, (1 =) V7 (7)) =0=-» Ve (+/, ) because
on-policy value is continuous on ¥ € [0,1). The y = 0 and y = 1 cases follow by taking the
appropriate limits and applying the continuity of POWERp, .. O]

Proposition F.x2 (Identical 7,4 (5) implies equal POWERp, (5, 7). If Thd (5) = Tng (5),
thenVy € [0,1] : PowERg,, , (5, ) = PowERg,, , (5, 7).

Proof. Lety € (0,1). Lemma F.11 shows that

rovssn. 61 =07 Bl 2 Vi)
=(=7) By |max, B 7R 7)]] (F.n)
=010, | e 2, 7 0] )
~(-7) 8, | max B [V 0] (F)
=(-2),E, dfr;a’z) E 7R 7)]] (F.14)

= PowERq,,, (7). (F.15)

Equation (F.10) follows from lemma F.1i1. Since restriction to stationary policies leaves
optimal value unchanged, the non-stationarity in eq. (F.1r) leaves optimal value unchanged.

Lemma F.8 shows that dominated child distributions induce dominated visit distribution
functions. By lemma D.39, restriction to non-dominated visit distribution functions leaves
optimal value unchanged for all reward functions, and so only consideringd € T},4 (s) leaves
optimal value unchanged. Therefore, eq. (F.13) follows. Equation (F.14) follows because we
assumed that 7p,g (5) = T4 (). Equation (F.15) follows by the reasoning for eq. (F.10) through
eq. (F.14).

The equality holds in the limitasy — Oory — 1. ]

Figure F.1 demonstrates how proposition F.12 establishes POoWERq, , equality, even when
the equality is not intuitively obvious.
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Figure F.x: The bifurcated action « is a stochastic transition, where 7'(s;,2,52) = .5 =
T'(s1,a, 53). Since T'(s;,a) € T(51) \ Thd (51), Tnd (51) = Thd (s4) and so proposition F.r2
implies that Vy € [0,1] : PowERrg,, (51, ) = POWERD, ., (54 7).

Fi12 OPTIMAL POLICY SET TRANSFER ACROSS DISCOUNT RATES
Definition F.13 (Blackwell optimal policies [11]). TT* (R, 1) := lim,; IT* (R, ) is the Black-

well optimal policy set for reward function R.

Definition F.x4 (Greedy optimality). I187dy (R) is the set of policies 7 for which Vs:

N ’
:/~T%§w(:)) [R(; )] = mﬂale~;%5’ﬂ) [R(s )] .

Figure F.2 shows that Turner et al. [99]’s proposition D.35 does not always hold for y = 0,
but proposition F.18 shows that it almost always does hold.

up 51 —»Szg
71 0

S0
N
down 51 —>5’2 D
.5 .5

Figure F.2: When y = %, going up and going down are both optimal, with V; (51, %) =
Vi (5{, %) = 1. However, proposition D.35 does not hold when the new discount rate is
o: only 7" € II* |V (3 %) , 0], with greedy policies preferring to “gradually” navigate

through higher-value states. When the new discount rate y = 0, the optimal policies for the
constructed reward function are guaranteed to also be optimal for the original by proposi-
tion F.18, but the converse statement is not true in this MDP.

Lemma F.as (When y = 0, optimal policies are greedy). IT* (R, 0) C TI” cedy (R).
Proof. Letz” € IT" (R,0), 7 € I, and y € (0, 1).

Vi (59) 2 V7 (s7) (F.16)
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ROLY 2l [7E ] = R0+ o<1 omto) Vil (7

E |[rrunls E O [VEEy (F.18)
J’~T(J,7r*(.f))[ R e 5’~T(:,7r(5))[ R ]

E RE)Y+yE|VE (" »||=2 E lR(J’)+ E[VzZ”, »||. (Fo)
J'NT(W*(:))[ 7;//[ R 7]_ T (sm09) 7’},,[ R 7]

Equation (F.18) is valid because y > 0.

Let b = minycgR(s7), ¢ = maxpeg R(s%); these exist because § is finite. Then Vs” :
% <V (,y) < ﬁ/ Because optimal value is thus bounded, eq. (F.19) is controlled by
expected next-state reward when y ~ 0. The result follows because definition 4.7 defines
IT* (R, 0) := limy_,o IT* (R, 7). O

Corollary F.16 (Ateach y € (0, 1), almost all reward functions have optimal actions at each
state which are unique up to action equivalence).

Proof. Let s be a state. Lemma F.105 implies that, for any fixed y € (0,1) and for almost all
reward functions R, the optimal action at s is unique up to action equivalence (definition 4.23).
Since there are only finitely many states, almost all reward functions R must have a unique-up-
to-equivalence optimal action at all states. ]

Itis optimal to stochastically mix between two actions iff both actions are (deterministically)
optimal. Corollary F.r7 shows that almost no reward functions have optimal policies which
mix between non-equivalent actions.

Corollary F.ry (Almost all reward functions do not have non-trivial stochastic optimal poli-
cies). Lety € (0,1) and let X = {R eRS |3y 7y, 7w,y € IT* (R y) : 7 (5) % 7 (5)} Con-
sidered as a subset of RIS X has zero Lebesgue measure.

Proof. The result follows directly from corollary F.16. O]

Proposition F18 (Transferring optimal policy sets to y = 0). Fixy € (0,1) and let R
be a reward function. IT* (V;(-, ), O) C ey (V (5 7/)) = II* (R, y). Equality holds
for almost all R; in particular, equality bolds when Vs € § @ 3f € Foa(s) : £()Tr >
maxge 9\ (6} £ (7) 'r.

Proof. By lemma F.1s, IT* (V; (5 9), ()) C [18reedy (V; (-, }/)) By the definition of an optimal
policy, 7 € IT* (R, 7/) iff 7 maximizes value V'3 (5, 7/) at all states 5, which holds iff 7 maximizes
the rightmost term of V5 (5, ¥) = R(s) +y max, By 7(,) [V]"g («, ;/)] since ¥ € (0, 1). This
is true iff 7 € [18eedy (V;(-, 7/)) Therefore, [187¢dY (V (5 ;/)) =11 (R, 7).

Corollary F.16 implies that, for any fixed y € (0, 1) and for almost all reward functions R,

the optimal action at each state is unique up to action equivalence (definition 4.23). Therefore,
Vs 3f € Fra(s) : £(p) "r > maxpeg, )\ (£} £ () Tr for these reward functions R.
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For such reward functions R, a policy 7z’ € IT* (R, ;/) iff it induces the appropriate strictly
optimal f € Fy,4(s) ateach states. Let 7 € IT* (V;(-, ¥), 0). Since 7 € IT* (R, y) by the above
and since optimal action for R at y is unique up to action equivalence, 7 and z” must choose
equivalent actions at all states. Then 7’ € IT* (R, y). Since #’ was arbitrary, IT* ( V(s 7)s O) =
IT* (R, ;/). OJ

Question F.1g9 (Can proposition D.35 be generalized to y = 12).

F.I.3 OPTIMAL POLICY SET CHARACTERIZATION

Definition F.20 (Set of optimal policy sets). The set of deterministic stationary optimal policy

sets is
POPE = {n* (Ry) |ReRS,y € [0, 1]}. (F.20)
up up
down down

Figure F.3: In general, not all policy sets are valid optimal policy sets (P°P* C P(II)). In
the above, consider the policy 7(s;) = up, z(s2) = down. Then I1" := {#z} ¢ PP If
R(s4) > R(sp), then no # € I1" would choose up over down; similar reasoning holds for
R(s4) < R(sg). If R(s4) = R(sp), then IT" would contain some 7, (s;) = down.

Theorem F.2x (Characterization of P°P). Let II' C 11 be a set of deterministic stationary
policies. The following are equivalent:

I Yy €[0,1] : 3Ry € RS : IT* (Ry, 1) = IT.
2 Ty € [0,1], Ry € RS : IT* (Ry, 7o) =11 (ie. I € PP).

3. 3R; € RS : T4 (R;) = 1T’

Item 1 and item 2 say that the set of feasible optimal policy sets is invariant to the discount rate.
In particular, any optimal policy set can be rationalized as asymptotically greedy or Blackwell-
optimal.

Item 2 and item 3 show that a policy set is an optimal policy set for some Ry at some y, iff that
policy set can be rationalized as greedily optimizing some R3.
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Proof. 1 => 2 by definition F.20.

2 = 3. Suppose item 2 holds. If y» € (0,1), define R3(s) = V;Z (572). Then apply
proposition F.18 to conclude that I8 (R3) = IT* (R,, 7,) = IT'.

Since IT* (R, 1) = lim,—,; IT* (R2, 7) (definition 4.7) always exists by corollary F.124 and
only finitely many optimal policy shifts occur (lemma D.40), VR : 3y € (0,1) : IT* (R, %) =
IT* (R, 1). Select such a y for R,. Since y € (0, 1), we have just shown that IR3 : IT" =
IT* (Ry, 1) = IT* (Ry, y) = [18°Y (R;).

The y, = 0 case follows by the same reasoning. Then item 2 implies item 3.

3 = 1. Suppose item 3 holds. Let 7 € I18"dY (R3) and y1 € (0,1). Define R; =
(I - %1T") R3. By reasoning identical to that in the proof of proposition D.35, 3R; € RS :
IT* (Ry, 1) = T8 (R3) =TT,

Now suppose y1 = 1 and consider the function Ry (s, 71) = (I — y1T”) R3(s). Since ¥y €
(0,1) : IT* (Ry(+, y), ) = IT" by the above reasoning, IT* (Ry, 1) = lim,,; IT* (Ry (-, %), 7) =
IT’ (by definition 4.7).

Similar reasoning holds when y; = 0. Since this equality can be satisfied for any y; € [0, 1],
item 3 implies item 1. [

Recall the following definition:
Definition F.5 (Child state distributions). 7'(s) := { T(sa)|accA }

Given a starting state 5, we can consider its available child state distributions 7°(s) to be
lotteries over the next state the agent will visit. A set of policies I can be seen as preferring
some state lotteries (by containing policies which take a certain action at s) over others (lotteries
which are not induced by any 7z € I1” at state s).

Definition F.22 (State lottery relation implied by a policy set). The relations implied by policy
set [T" C Il is defined as follows. Consider s such that Ly, L, € T'(s) (i.e. the lotteries are
realizable at state s), where 37 € I : T'(5, 1(s)) = L.

Ly ~W L, if 3z, € I : T(5, m2(s)) = L. In other words, L; and L, are both induced by
m, mp € IT, respectively. This implies that Z; and L, are “equally good,” since I” induces both
of them.

L W [ if -3, e IT : T'(s, m2(s)) = L. Since no policy induces Ly, L, is considered
to be strictly worse than Z;.

However, some IT" imply incoherent preferences over states: in fig. F.3, IT" implies that
s4 > sp(viasy) and also sz > 54 (viasy’s).

Definition F.23 (Coherent state lottery relations). (~ > is coberent when 3r € RIS
. Ly ~ L, implies that L] r = L]r.

2. Ly > L, implies that L[t > L] r.

Theorem F.24 (Optimal policy sets imply coherent preference relations). IfT1" € P?, then
(~U ST s coberent.
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Proof. If II' € P°P', then let R be a reward function for which [187edy (R) = IT (such a
reward function exists by theorem F.21). By the definition of TI8Y (R) (definition F.14),
7 € I18 (R) iff Vs € § : 7(s) maximizes expected next-step reward.

Suppose L 1, Then by definition F.22, 37, 7, € II' : (T(s, m(s)) = Ll) A
(T(x, 7 (s)) = Lz). By the greediness of IT’, this implies that both Z; and L, maximize next-
step reward. Therefore, T'(s, 71(s)) 'r = T'(5, 72(s)) "randso L] r = L] r.

Suppose L; > 1, Then by definition F.22, there Is € §, 7y € I1" : T'(s, m1(s)) = L; and
L, € T(s),but =3m, € I : T(5, m2(s)) = Ly. Since there is no 7, € I18¥ (R) taking some
action 4 such that 7'(5, 2;) = L,, and since such an action exists (L, € T'(s)), we conclude
that 4’ is not a greedy action at state s for R. In other words, T'(s, 71(s)) 't > T'(s,4") "r and
soLlr>Ljr.

Since L; ~V' L, and I; > L, were arbitrary, ( Ly >H') is coherent for R. ]

The vNM utility theorem implies that agents with a coherent preference ordering over state
lotteries can be rationalized as maximizing the expected utility of some utility function. Some-
what similarly, theorem F.24 shows that optimal policy sets can be rationalized as coherently
trading oft the greedy values of environment states.

For incoherent IT', it is not generally possible to rectify the incoherence of (A1) 11 by
deducing a reward function for which IT" “should” be greedy. For example, in fig. F.3, it is
unclear what preferences over state lotteries I1" “should” have.

Conjecture F.25 (Coherent relations imply greedy policy subset). If (~, > is coherent
for R, then IT’ C 18" (R).
OPTIMAL POLICY SETS FACTORIZE

We now further constrain the structure of optimal policy sets.

Definition F.26 (Actions taken by a policy set at a state). LetIT" C II.

AV ={aecA| Iz el : 7(s) = a}. (F.21)

Lemma F.27 (Optimal policy sets mix-and-match optimal actions). Lez 7y, mp € Il € P?*
and consider state-space partition § = Sy USy. Then 3ms € 11 such thatVs; € Sy : m3(s1) =
m1(s1) andVsy € S+ m3(s2) = ma(s2).

Proof. Since Il € P°P', 3R € RS : II = 184y (R) by theorem F.21. By the definition of
[18¢dy (R) (definition F.14), each action of 7; and 7, maximizes expected next-state reward.
Therefore, any 73 agreeing with 7; on S; and with 7, on S, must also maximize expected
next-state reward for all states in the MDp. Then 73 € I18Y (R) = IT.. O

Proposition F.28 (If T € PP, then IT = [, eA™W). There exists a set bijection between TV
and [1,AY.

Proof. Apply lemma F.27 to conclude that any combination of actions in [ ;4™ maps to
an optimal policy in IT". By inverting the same map, any policy in I’ must map to a unique
element of [, A by the definition of <A™ (definition F.26). ]
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This implies that optimal policy sets admit compressed representations: instead of explicitly
storing the outputs of (up to) [eA| 51 optimal policies at |§| states, we can simply record (up to)
|eA| optimal actions at |§| states. Then, we regenerate the full set IT" by taking the Cartesian
product of the optimal actions.

This immediately suggests divisibility tests which rule out certain policy sets from being
optimal policy sets.

Corollary F.29 (IfII" € PP, then Vs : ‘CAP’

divides |IT’)).

Lemma F.30 (Optimal policy sets take all equivalent actions). LezI1" € PP, For any state s
and action a, ifa € AW anda’ =, a, thena’ € AV,

Proof. SinceIl” € PP, 3R € RS : [T = [18d (R) by theorem F.21. If 2 € (‘/4}_[’ and 4’ =; a,
a is greedily optimal ats. Then 4’ =; 2 mustalso be greedily optimal because 7'(s, 2) = T'(s, ")
by definition 4.23. Therefore, 2" € CAP'. O

Proposition F.31 (Multiple optimal actions at multiple states implies that the optimal policy
set has composite cardinality). LezI1" € P#. If3s # 5 - ‘cA}T

. ‘CA‘I'I’|’ then |I1'| is composite.

’ ’
AT el

than 1, |IT’| is a composite number. O

Proof. By corollary F.29, divides [IT’|. Since both of these factors are greater

Corollary F32 (It Vs € §,a € c4 : 34’ # a : a =, 2’ and if |§| > 1, then no optimal policy
sets have prime cardinality).

Proof. Let II" € P°P'. Lets # s be distinct states. II” is nonempty by the existence of
a stationary deterministic optimal policy for all reward functions and discount rates. Let
w € Il'. Since V5" € §,a € 4 : 34’ # a : a =,» a’, apply lemma F 30 to conclude that

}04}]/ s |U4£I/ > 1. Apply proposition F.31. O

DECIDING WHETHER A POLICY SET IS OPTIMAL

Theorem F.24 allows us to efficiently decide whether a policy set is optimal for some (R, y) tuple
(since enumeration is impossible for the uncountably many such tuples). I initially conjectured
conjecture F.33 in 2020. Abel et al. [1]’s Theorem 4.3 has since proven a generalization of it.

Conjecture F.33 (IT" € P°P'? can be efficiently decided). The decision problem corresponding
to deciding whether IT" € PP is in P.
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F.I.4 How REWARD FUNCTION COMBINATION AFFECTS OPTIMALITY

Lemma F.34 (Non-negative combination of reward functions preserves value ordering agree-
ment). If Vg (s7) = VI’Q (57) and V° 2 (sy) =V ]72’; (5, 7), then forany a, § > 0,

’

VZR1+ﬁR2 (5’ Y ) 2 V;R1+ﬂR2 (f: 7)- (F.22)

Proof. The premise implies that £7°(y) Try > €77 () Try and £7° () Try > £7(3) Tra. Then

VZR1+{8R2 (57) =7 ()" (ar1 +fr2) (F.23)
> £7 ()" (ary +fra) (F.24)
= Vipsor, (57)- (F.2s)

O

Corollary F.35 (Non-negative combination of reward functions preserves optimal policy
agreement). If #* is optimal for Ry and R, at discount rate y, it is also optimal for aR; + BR>
at discount rate y for any a, > 0.

However, Ry and R having the same optimal policy set doesn’t mean they will incentivize
the same distribution over learned policies.

Question F.36 (If two reward functions induce the same ordering over policies, when do they
tend to incentivize similar learned policies?).

Remark. With respect to a distribution over network initializations and a fixed learning
process, the distribution over learned policies is sometimes invariant to positive affine trans-
formation of the reward function (so long as no ¢.g. underflow or overflow errors occur, or
instability does not occur). In contrast, reward shaping [s8] often accelerates learning and
changes which policies get tend to get learned after a fixed number of policy improvement steps.
Both transformations preserve policy ordering, but only shaping improves learning. What is
the fundamental difference?

F.I.S VISIT DISTRIBUTION FUNCTION AGREEMENT

Figure F.4 illustrates how two distinct visit distribution functions can output the same visit
distribution for certain y.

Lemma F.37 (Distinct visit distribution functions agree finitely many times). Lets, s be any
two states and let £ € F (5), £ € F(s) be distinct visit distribution functions. For all but finitely

manyy € (0,1), £(y) # ().

Proof. By lemma D.9, each visit distribution function is multivariate rational on y. If the
functions are distinct, then they must disagree on at least one output dimension. Their
difference along this dimension is a rational non-zero function, which has finitely many roots
by the fundamental theorem of algebra. O]
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Figure F.4: When y = %, the trajectories 515:5353... and 5153525, . .. induce the same state

e
visitation distribution of (1 % %) . Both trajectories are induced by dominated state visit

distribution functions; lemma D.52 shows that this is no coincidence.

Lemma F.38 (Different states have disjoint visit distribution function sets). Ifs # s, =3f €

FQG),f e F():Vye(0,1): £(y) =£(y).

Proof. Wheny = 0, the visit distributions approximate the appropriate unit vectors: f(y) ~ e,
and f’(y) = ey. Sinces # 5/, f(y) # £'(y) when y ~ 0. Therefore, f and f” are distinct visit
distribution functions. Apply lemma F.37. O

Corollary F.39 (Visit distributions are distinct at all but finitely many y). V5,5 € §,f €
FG), £ € F(') ceitherf =" or€(y) # t'(y) holds for all but finitely many y € (0, 1).

Proof. By lemma F.37, the distinct visit distributions at s agree with each other for at most
finitely many y. Likewise, the visit distributions of other states s agree with f for at most
finitely many y. Since there are only finitely many visit distribution pairs, there is a finite set of
the y at which any two distinct visit distributions agree. l

Proposition F.40 (Cross-state linear independence of visit distribution functions). f € F(s)
cannot be written as a linear combination of the visit distribution functions of other states.

Proof. Suppose f =} a;f;, suchthatVi: 2, € R As; # s A, € F(5;). Then

;i_r)r(l) l. af;, = Zal'eji (F.26)
# € (F.27)
= lim f(y), (F.28)

y—0

where eq. (F.27) follows because 5; # s and the canonical basis vectors are linearly independent.

]

Figure F.5 shows that proposition F.40 does not hold amongst the visit distribution functions
of a single state.
Lemma D.s2 is generalized by proposition F.41.
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Figure F.5: The bifurcated action « is a stochastic transition, where 7'(s;, 2, 52) = .5 =
T (s1,a,53). £ = S(£7u?t 4 frdown1)

Proposition F.41 (Atevery y € (0, 1), non-dominated visit distributions are outside of the
convex hull of any set of other visit distributions). Lezf € F (s). If there exists y € (0,1) and
fi, ..., £, € F()\{E} suchthatt can be expressed as the convex combinationf (y) = Zle aif;(y),
then £ ¢ Fna(s).

Proof. If some a; =1, then f ¢ F,4(s) by lemma D.s2. Suppose at least two «; > 0. Then the
conclusion follows by proposition F.s9 (letting X := {f () | fe 77(5)} ,x = f(y)). [

Lemma F.42 (Geometry of optimality support). Azanyy € (0,1), supp (£(») = F(s5 7))
(the set of reward functions for which £ € F (s) is optimal) is both a closed convex polytope and a

pOl.i’lfé‘d convex cone.

Proof. supp (£(y) = F (s 7)) is a closed convex polytope because it is the intersection of half-
spaces: £() Tr > maxper ;)\ (f) () "r. The set is a pointed cone because for any 2 > 0,

f(}/)Tl‘ 2 MaAXfreF(5)\{f} f’(y)—rl‘ implies f(;/)T (ar) > Maxer e F(s)\ {f} f’(;/)T(acr). [

Proposition F.43 (Visit dist. function convex hull intersection at any y implies shared opti-
mality status). Lez £ € F(s). Suppose there existsy € (0,1) and fy, ..., £, € F(s) \ {£} such
that £ can be expressed as the convex combination £ (y) = Zle aif;(y) (where each a; > 0).

t is optimal for reward function R at y* € (0, 1) ¢ff Vi : £; is optimal for R at y*.

Proof. 1fVi : £; is optimal for R at y*, then f is also optimal for R at y* by lemma F.42.

Suppose that f is optimal for R at y* € (0, 1), while for some 7, f; is not optimal for R
at y*. In particular, suppose R induces optimal policy set I1,+ at discount rate y*. Then by
proposition D.3s5, we can construct a reward function R” which has optimal policy set I, - at
discount rate y.

Suppose 2; = 1. Since f; was not optimal at y*, f; isn’t optimal at y either. But this is absurd,
since then f(y) = f;() and so they must both be optimal at y, a contradiction. This means
that f; is optimal for R at y*.

Suppose 2; < 1. Asf; is not optimal for R at y but f is, there must be another f;» such that
£/ ()"t > £(y) "r > £;(y) "r. Since we assumed that «; > 0, the first inequality must be strict.
This means that f cannot be optimal for R at , a contradiction. Therefore, f; must be optimal
for R aty*. [
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Corollary F.44 (Visit distribution functions which agree at any y, must be optimal together).
Let £, £ € F(s). Suppose Iy € (0,1) : £(y) =£'(y). Then Vy* € (0,1):

supp (F(") > (s 7)) = supp (£ (") > F(s 7).
Proof. Apply proposition F.43. O]

Figure F.6 illustrates the power of corollary F.44.

5]
D

Figure F.6: When y = %, the trajectories s1525353... and 515355, ... induce the same state
visitation distribution. Therefore, corollary F.44 shows that atany y € (0, 1), one trajectory
is optimal iff the other trajectory is. Basic algebra confirms the point: one of these trajectories
is optimal ift R(s2) = R(s3); in that case, every policy is optimal.

Consider again proposition D.3s:

Theorem (A means of transferring optimal policy sets across discount rates). Suppose reward
function R has optimal policy set IT* (R, 7) at discount rate y € (0, 1). Forany * € (0,1), we
can construct a reward function R’ such that IT* (R’, y*) = IT* (R, y).

Figure F.7 shows that Vg (5, ;/) > Vg/ (5, 7/) does not imply Vg, (s, 7/*) >V ]7{’,, (5, y*). The
new reward function R’ is only guaranteed to have the same optimal policy set, not the same

policy ordering.
) State R R
left igh .
-« y—y
51 0

down 1=y
Ry) 1 1
(9) 5 0 0
o 0 y(r=7")
-y

Figure F7: R and the transformed R’ = (I - y*T™e%) V% (-, %) for which proposi-

tion D.35’s reward transformation does not preserve the policy ordering. Even though
7T

ngown (511 7/) = VRIight (-Yl) 7/) = 03 When }/* > }/5 V;flown (51) }/) > V”,right (51) 7/)



Let R be a reward function and y* € (0, 1), ¥ € [0, 1). Figure F.7 demonstrates that there
does not always exist R” such that Vs, 7 : V7 (5,7*) = V7, (5 7). By preserving the optimal
value function across discount rates, R’ necessarily differs on its other value functions.

Question F.45 (Does there exist a transformation like that of proposition D.35 which preserves
the entire policy ordering of R? ).

Question F.46 (Can we characterize the permissible policy orderings in a given MDP? Does
the discount rate affect the permissible orderings?).

Proposition F.47 (Almost all reward functions induce strict non-dominated visitation distri-
bution orderings). Let s be a state and y € (0, 1).

{r | r e RSLIF £ € Frg(s) : £ £ £ AF(»)Tr = f'(y)Tr} (F.29)

has Lebesgue measure zero. The same statement holds for  instead of Fnq for all but finitely
manyy € (0,1).

Proof. Since £, £" € Fpnq(s) are distinct, Vy € (0,1) : £() # £'(y) by lemma D.s2. Apply
lemma D.12.

All distinct £, £” € F(s) disagree for all but finitely many y by corollary F.39. Then apply
lemma D.12 for these y at which they all disagree, and the second claim follows. O

Remark. For almost all reward functions, proposition F.47 prohibits value equality anywhere
in the non-dominated visit distribution ordering. In contrast, lemma F.106 only shows that
almost all reward functions have a unique gptimal visit distribution.

Lemma F.48 (Reward negation flips the visit distribution ordering). Let s be a state, £, £’ €
F(s5), r € RIS| andy € (0,1). £(») T = £'(») "riff £(») " (—x) < £'(») T (~x). In particular,

optimal policies for ¥ minimize value for —r.

Proof. This follows directly from the fact thatVa, b € R : 4 > bift —a < —b. O

F.1.6 VISIT DISTRIBUTIONS FUNCTIONS INDUCED BY NON-STATIONARY POLICIES

Definition F.49 (Non-stationary visit distribution functions). Let ITHP be the set of history-
dependent (or non-stationary) deterministic policies [68]. FHP () = {f”’” | 7 € HHD}.

We continue using II to denote the space of deterministic stationary policies. Clearly,

Fs) € FP().

Proposition F.so (Visit distribution functions induced by non-stationary or non-deterministic
policies are dominated).

Proof. This follows from the fact that every reward function has a stationary, deterministic

optimal policy. O]



Proposition F.51 (FHP(5) is finite iff stationarity is irrelevant). FHD(5) is finite iff F (s) =
FH(s).

Proof. Suppose FHP(5) is finite but F(s) # FHP(s). Since F(s5) € FHP(y), let £ €
FHP(5) \ F(5). 7 must exhibit a non-stationarity which affects the induced visit distribution,
which means that starting from s, following 7 must induce a positive probability of visiting
some state s” twice. If | T(s )| = 1, 7 cannot affect the induced visit distribution with a non-
stationarity at s/, so |T(5’ )| > 1.

Since s” can reach itself with positive probability, there exists some stationary policy z’ which
has positive probability of visiting s’ £ times, for any natural number £. Let action 4 be such that
T (s, 7' (s)) # T(s, a) (such an action exists because |T(5’ )| > 1). Let 7 be a non-stationary
policy which agrees with 7’ for the first £ visits to s’, but which takes action « after visit £.

Each 7, induces a different state visit distribution function; since there are infinitely many
of them, FP (5) cannot be finite if F(5) # FP(s). Then if FIP(s), then F(5) = FHP(5).

The reverse direction follows because |j‘7(5)| < |SI"™, which is finite. H

Proposition F.s2 (Characterization of when stationarity is relevant). FHP () = F(5) iff for
all states s’ reachable from s with positive probability, if ' can reach itself with positive probability,
|7()| =1

Proof. For the forward direction, apply the reasoning from the proof of proposition F.s.
Reverse direction: if non-stationarity is to affect the induced visit distribution function,
there must be some s” which can reach itself with positive probability, and which is reachable
from s. Butif | T )| = 1 for all such ¢, then non-stationarity does not affect the induced
visitation distribution function (because all actions have the same local dynamics ats’). [

F.I.7 GENERALIZED NON-DOMINATION RESULTS

Lemma F.53 (Idempotence of non-domination). Ler X, Y C R% be finite.
ND (ND (X) \ ¥) = ND (X) \ ¥.

Proof. Trivially, ND (ND (X) \ ¥) € ND(X) \ Y. Letx € ND(X) \ Y. Then 3r €
RY: xTr > Mmaxyex\(x} X' F > MYy ey (YU(x}) x'"r,and so x € ND (ND X))\ Y) by
the definition of non-domination (definition 4.6).

Then ND (ND (X) \ ¥) 2 ND (X) \ ¥,andsoND (ND (X) \ ¥) =ND (X)\ Y. O

Lemma F.s4 (Non-dominated inclusion relation). Lez 4, B C RIS! be finite. If A C B, then
ND (B) N4 € ND (4).

Proof. Supposea € ND (B) N 4.

FreRS :aTr> max b'r (F.30)
beB\{a}
> b'r. F.
N be%lf(a} r (F31)

Equation (F.30) follows by the definition of ND (definition D.14). Equation (F.31) follows
because A C B. Therefore, Ir € RIS : aTr > Maxpeq\(a} b'r. Sincea € 4,a € ND (4).
O



Lemma FE.ss5 (Permutation commutes with non-dominance). Ler X C RIS! be finite and let

¢ € Sis- ¢ - ND (X) = ND (¢ - X).
Proof. x € ND (X) iff 3r € RIS! for which

X'r> max X'r (F.32)
x’eX\{x}
XTP;1P¢I' > x’g(ai){ix} x’TP;1P¢r (F.33)
P TP Pyx’ TP F
X r> max X r .
T
(P¢x) P,r>  max X;TP¢r. (F.35)
x;€¢~X\{P¢x}

Equation (F.33) follows because the identity matrix I = P;1P¢, since permutation matrices
are invertible. Equation (F.34) follows because permutation matrices are orthogonal, and so

(P;I)T =P, Byeq. (F.s), ¢ - ND (X) = ND (4 - X). 0

Lemma F.56 (Number of non-dominated linear functionals). Ler X C RISI pe finite. 1 <
IND (X)| i1 < 1X|.

Proof. Since ND (X) € X,1 < |[ND (X)| < |X]| implies that 1 < [ND (X)| = 1< |X].
Suppose 1 < |X|. Since X is non-empty, O the zero vector has some optimal x € ND (X)
by lemma D.1s. Since 1 < |X|, let X" € X be such thatx” # x. Sincex € ND (X), letr € RISI

be such that x"r > maxyrex\(x} X" 'r > x'r.
Then fort’ := —r, X't > x"r’. By lemma D.1s, 3%, € ND (X) such that xIdr’ >
Maxyrex\ (xq) X' - Butx’ 1’ > x"Tr' > x"r/, and so x,4 # x. Then 1 < |ND (X)l H

Lemma F.s7 (Sufficient conditions for a linear functional being non-dominated). Ler X C
RISI be finite and letx € X. If

L Je;: x"e; > maxyex\(x} X' €; 08
2. Je;:x"e; < minyex\ (x} x' e,
then x € ND (X).

Proof. The first item follows directly from the definition of ND (X) (definition D.14), where
X is strictly maximal for vector r := e;. For the second item, X is strictly maximal for vector
r = —e;. O

Conjecture F.58 (Expanded sufficient conditions for alinear functional being non-dominated).
Lemma F.57 can be expanded to account for reasoning like “x has non-strictly maximal entries
along dimensions 1 and 2; among those X" € X tied with x on both dimensions, x has strictly
maximal entry value on dimension 3.”
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Proposition F.59 (Non-dominated linear functionals are convex independent of other func-
tionals). Ler X C RIS pe finite and let x € X. If x € ND (X), then X cannot be written as a
convex combination of Xy, ..., X, € X \ {x}.

Proof. Suppose x € ND (X) can be written as the convex combination x = )}, ¢;x,. By
non-domination, Ir € RIS : xTr > max,c x\{x} X' r. Therefore,

" T
Z Ox;| r=x"r (F.36)
i=1
> T F.
o xor (F37)
> maxx; r. (F.38)

z

But this is a contradiction; a convex combination of values cannot be strictly greater than all
of its constituent values. L]

1\ (. 4
The reverse direction of proposition F.s9 isnot true. Let X := { ( 0) , ( 2) , ( 6) } ND (X) =

0] \.6

tion of functionals X \ {x}.

1\ [.4 .
{( ) , ( ) X = ( Z) is dominated, even though it cannot be written as a convex combina-

Conjecture F.60 (Characterizing when X = ND (X)). Let X C RIS be finite. X = ND (X)
iff [ X|<lorVx,x’ € X:3c>0:x=cx.

Conjecture F.61 (ND argmax equality implies argmax equality). Let X C RIS be finite
and letr, v’ € RSS! If arg max, .\ ) X'r = arg max, o\p(x) x'r’, then arg max__y X'r=
argmax__, X'r’.

Lemma F.62 (Invariances of linear functional optimality probability). Let A, B C RIS! pe

finite.
i pD,, (42 B) =po,, (42 (B\4)).
2. pD,, (A = B) = pp,, (4 = ND (B)) =po,, (ND (4) = ND (B)).
3. Foranyx € RSl pg (4> B) =po,, (4—x 2 B-x).

Proof. Item1:

. T T
PDuy (A 2 B) = Pr~7)my (r;lélxa r> rgleaéib r) (F.39)
=P maxa'r > max| max b'r, max b'r F.40
£~ Dy (aeélx x (beBﬂz beB\);l (F-40)



=P maxa'r> max b'r F.41
£~ Dany (aeA beB\4 (F.41)

= o, (A > (B\A)). (F.42)

Equation (F.41) holds because maxaega'r > maxpepngb'rforallr € RIS and so the

constraint is vacuous.

Item 2:
PDy (A 2 B) = Pr~‘Dany (1’;1;4}( a'r> max bTr) (F.43)
= Pr~‘Dmy (rilea/qu a'r> berg%)((B) bTr) (F.44)
=Fen, (aeﬁszan arz o be) (F-45)
= pD,,, (ND (4) > ND (B)). (F.46)

Equation (F.44) follows because corollary D.16 shows that maxpep b™r = maxpenp(z) b'r.
Similarly, eq. (F.4s) follows because corollary D.16 shows that maxae s a' r = maxaenp(sya' .
Item 3: Forallr € RS maxaeya™r > maxpepb riff x'r + maxseqa’r > x'r +
maxpep b ' riff maxaeq(a+x)"r > x"r + maxpep(b +x) 'r. O

Proposition F.63 (Additivity of linear functional optimality probability for Deonc). For finite
A’ B —'Cf— R|§|’pont (A Z B) = ZQGAPDMM ({a} Z B)'

Proof. LetA = {ay,...,a,}. For each 7 between 1 and 7, define the event X; := {r | a/r >
maxpep b r}.

p(l)cont (A Z B) = PrNDcont (T&X aTr 2 rll;leaé( bTr) (F.47)
n
=Py UX’ (F.48)
=1
n
= Z}(—l)k_1 Z Po.... ﬂXl (F.49)
k=1 Ic{L,...,n}, iel
\T|~F
n
= > By, (X) (F.50)
=1
= " D ({a} 2 B). (F.s1)
acAd

Equation (F.49) follows by the inclusion-exclusion formula. Almostallr’ € R!S! are maximized
by a unique functional a* by corollary D.13. By the same result, since Deop is continuous, it
assigns probability 0 to r’ which are simultaneously maximized by at least two functionals.
Therefore, all terms £ > 1 in eq. (F.49) must vanish, and eq. (F.50) follows. ]
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Lemma F.64 (Positive probability under Doy implies non-dominated functional). Letr.A C
RISI be finite. Leta € A. If pp,,, ({a} = A) > 0, then a € ND (4).

Proof. Leta € A.1fa ¢ ND (A), then by lemma D.1s,

Vre RS :aTy = max ad’r = Fa"eND):a"'r=a'r. (F.52)

a’e
a # a"sincea ¢ ND (4). But corollary D.13 shows that continuous Deone assign 0
probability to the set of r for which multiple a*, a are optimal. Then po_,, ({a},4) = 0,
a contradiction. So we conclude thata € ND (A4). [

F.1.8 NON-DOMINATED VISIT DISTRIBUTION FUNCTIONS
Corollary F.65 (| T4 (s)| > 1, with equality iff | (s)| = 1).

Proof. We show |7:nd(5)| = 1 implies |77(§)| = 1 by proving the contrapositive. Suppose
|7:(5)| > 2,letf, " € F(s),andlety € (0,1) be such thatf(y) # £'(y). Then1 < |7:(5, y)|
Apply lemma F.56 to conclude that 1 < |ND (F(s ;/))| = |7:nd (s }/)| < |7:nd (s)|, with the first
equality following by lemma D.38, and the second following from the definition of Fpq(s, ¥)
(definition D.36).

If |7:(5)| = 1, then the sole visit distribution function is trivially strictly optimal for all
re RS a ally € (0,1). Thus |7:nd(5)| =1 O

Lemma F.66 (Each reward function has an optimal non-dominated visit distribution). Le#
r € RISl andy € [0,1). 3f € arg maxec g ) £()"r:f € Frals).

Proof. Apply lemma D.1s with X = F (s, y). O

Corollary F.67 (Strict visitation optimality is sufficient for non-domination). Lety € [0, 1)

and let s, s’ € S. At least one element of {arg maXec g () f(y) ey } is non-dominated.

Proof. Apply lemma F.66 to the reward function e, . O

Remark. Corollary F.67 implies that if s’ is reachable with positive probability from s, then
there is at least one non-dominated visit distribution function which assigns s’ positive visitation
frequency. In this sense, 74 (s) “covers” the states reachable from s.

Definition F.68 (Surely reachable children). Thesurely reachable children of s are Chgyre (s) =
{5’ | 3a: T (sa) = ey}. Note that determinism implies that Ch (5) = Chgyre (5).

Corollary F.69 (Minimum number of non-dominated visit distribution functions). Suppose
fi,..., 8, € F(s) place strictly greater visitation frequency on some corresponding states sy, ..., 5
than do other visitation distributions. Then £y, ..., £, € Foa(s) and |_‘7§]d (5)| > k. In particular,

|.7:;1d(5)| 2 |Cbmre (J)|



Proof. f1,..., £, € Fnd(s) by corollary F.67. |77nd(1)| > |C/95ure (5)| becauseeachs’ € Chyye (5)
must have at least one visitation frequency-maximizing visit distribution function f € Fpq(s).

]

Corollary F.70 (When |7:(5)| <2, F(s) = Fnd(s)).
Proof. F(5) = Fad(s) trivially when |j‘7(5)| = 1. When |j:(5)| = 2, each visitation distribu-

tion must visit at least one state with strictly greater frequency than does the other visitation
distribution; apply corollary F.69. O

Lemma F.71 (Initial-state non-domination implies non-dom. at visited states). [ff™’ € Fy4(s)
is strictly optimal for reward function R at discount ratey and £7(y)Tey > 0, then £ €

Fd(s').

Proof. Because f%°(y)Tey > 0, 7 can induce some trajectory prefix (551, .. 5,-1,5) with
positive probability. By definition 4.3,

€ +...+

™ (y) = e + E
» 751~T(5;7f(5))

£ (7/)]]- (F53)

e
7 S~ T (Sp—1,7(52-1))

Since £ is the strictly optimal visit distribution from state s for reward function R at discount
rate ¥, eq. (F.s3) shows that 7 must in particular induce a strictly optimal visit distribution for
R at y starting from state s”. If not, another visit distribution would induce optimality starting
from s’, contradicting the strict optimality of £”. l

. . . . . . . . . . . / .
Corollary F.72 (Domination at visited state implies domination at initial state). If f™* s
dominated at s, then either £%° is dominated at s or f™ ey = 0.

Proof. This statement is the contrapositive of lemma F.71. O

Lemma F.73 (Dominated child state distributions induce dominated visit distributions). Ler
action a induce a dominated child state distribution d = T (s, a) at state s, and let s be the
initial state. If a policy w bas w(s)) = a and £7(y) Te, # 0, then w induces a dominated visit

distribution £7 € F(s) \ Fod(s).

Proof. By lemma F.8, £ € F(51) \ Fnd(s1). Since £7(y) e, # 0, £7 € F(s5) \ Fad(s) by
corollary F.72. [
The following extends lemma F.75 to account for non-domination.
Kulkarni et al. [44] learn to estimate Succ(s, 2) = Ey.7(;,) [fm’(},)] in order to infer

state-space bottlenecks. We prove that bottlenecks “factorize” state visit distribution functions.

Definition F.74 (State-space bottleneck). Starting from s, state 5" is a bottleneck for X C § via
action « when state s can reach the states of X with positive probability, but only by taking

. . . . ﬂ
actions equivalent to « at state /. We write thisass — s — X.
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Figure F.8: Informally, lemma F.75 shows that a bottleneck at s “factorizes” F (s | #(s") =
a1) into combinations of “what happens before acting at the bottleneck” and “what happens

after acting at the bottleneck.” In this rewardless MDP, 5 — % Reacu (s/y a1). There-
fore, 7:(5)| = 9: each of the three red “prefix” visit distribution functions (induced before
reaching s”) can combine with the three green “suffix” visit distribution functions (induced
after reaching s).

a;

Lemma E.75 (F(5) “factorizes” across bottlenecks). Suppose V1 < i < kb 15 — & —
ReacH (v, a;). Then let Jl,mb = Zle ijeREACH(Sr)ﬂ[) €; and 1,y = 1= 1, (wherel €
RIS| 45 the all-ones vector). Let F2,, = {£7 © Ly | @ € I1} (with © the Hadamard product),
By = {5 0 Ly | m € 1 2(s) =y a}, and FY = {Ejﬂl_NT(S,,ﬂl,) [£5%] | 7 € H}. In
the following, y is left variable on [0, 1).

P 156 =) = B+ (1= 0= [ o ) € E £y € 2.
(F.54)

Proof. Keep in mind that in order to detail how state-space bottlenecks affect the structure of
visit distribution functions, we hold y variable on [0, 1).

FG 1zl =a) (F.ss
= {f”" |7 ell: z(s) = 4,-} (
={f> |rell: () = a;} (F.s7
= {7 () © (Leese + Lucact) | 7 € I : 72(s') =0 a1} (

= {f“(w 0 T+ (1= A= D) © Tl () | 7 € T2 55 =, } (F59)
= { rest(}/) + (1 - (1 - 7) ||frest(7/)|| )fa, (7) | frest € F resta, fal € Fb} (FGO)
: {frest(w + (1= =) D] ) £ ) | e € Fl B € Fb} (F.61)

Equation (F.57) holds because by the definition of action equivalence (definition 4.23),
equivalent actions induce identical state visit distribution functions £°. Equation (F.58)
follows since Lyese + Lreach = 1. To see that eq. (F.59) follows, consider first that once the agent
takes an action equivalent to 4; at state ', it induces state visit distribution £7 (y) € Ffl ()
(by the definition of F, fi ). Since the bottleneck assumption ensures that no other components
of £’ visit the states of Uf.”ZIREACH (+,2:), £7°(7) © Licach = c(p)f] (y) for some scaling

171



function ¢ € RIOV,

Bl =
Il = = » (F.62)
P () 0 Lt cIEQ|| = = (k.63)
65 © e, + e85 )], = li (E.64)
ol-laol] (L5 -lrwotd) o
l=0-p [ -Irmonad) o
() =1- 1= |[f*}) © Luese]]; - (F.67)

Equation (F.62) and eq. (F.66) follow by proposition D.8 item 2. Equation (F.64) follows
because frest (), £7.(7) = 0. In eq. (F.67), |c(;/)| = ¢(y) must hold because if ¢(y) were
negative, £’ () would contain negative entries (which is impossible by proposition D.8 item 1).
Equation (F.67) demonstrates that eq. (F.59) holds.

To see that eq. (F.60) holds, consider that policy choices on REACH (¢, 4,) cannot affect
the visit distribution function £() © L;eg. This is because the definition of REAcH (¥, 4;)
ensures that once the agent reaches REACH (5, 4;), it never leaves. Therefore, for all 7, 7" € I1
which only disagree ons; € REACH (5, 2;), ™ (y) © lyese = £75 () © 1yes. This implies that
any f” € Fb is compatible with any £ € F’_. Therefore, eq. (F.60) holds.

rest*

Lastly, we show that Frist 4 =F’ rest.a;» Which shows that eq. (F.61) holds. In the following, let
d(}’) =1- (1 - 7/) ||f7”(7) © ILrest”l

b

Frest,al (F68)

= {f’” Olg | el z(s) = al-} (F.69)

- {(fwm © e +d(ET () © e | 7 € T2 7(5) =, } (F:70)

= {(fﬂ’j(y) © ]lrest + d(}/)fz (7)) © ILrest | well: 77(5’) =y ﬂz’} (F'7I)

= {(fw(V) © ]lrest + d(},)f;fl (7)) © ILrest | well: 72'(5,) =y 41} (F-72')

= {fmj O Lrest | 7w ell: ”(J,) =y dl} (F-73)

= E’istdl (F74)

Equation (F.70) and eq. (F.73) follow by eq. (F.59) above. Equation (F.71) follows because
by the definition of 15 and of £, € Ez L € Ffl, we have d(Y)f7] () © Liese = d(PE] () ©
Tiese = O (the all-zeros vector in Rm) Equation (F.72) follows because the definition of
REACH (5, 4;) ensures that once the agent takes actions equivalent to 4; at s', it only visits

states s; € Uf?,leEACH (5’, ;z:.). The same is true for 4;. Therefore, by the definition of 1,
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£7°(y) © Lyes is invariant to the choice of action 4; versus 2;. We conclude that eq. (F.61) holds,

which proves the desired equality. O]

Definition F.76 (Non-dominated single-state  restriction). Fnd(s | #(s') = a) = F(s |
7(s') = a) N Fnd(s).

Conjecture F.77 ( Fyq factorizes across state bottlenecks). In the following, y is left variable on
[0,1). Suppose that starting from s, state s’ is a bottleneck for REACH (4, 4;) via actions {«,},

forl <7 < k. Thenlet Lreach = 25y Ygeruacn(vap) & A Lrese = 1= Legeh (where 1 € RIS
is the all-ones vector). Let FL, = {f™ © L, | 7 € I1} (with ® the Hadamard product),
Fboy = {0 Ty | 7€ TT: 2(s) =y 4}, and F? = {EWT(J,,M) [£5%] | 7 € H}.

rest,a;

L O = (Fa\ Pl ) U (U, 76 | 5(0) = ).

- TadG [ 7(s) = a;) C
{frest(;/) + (1 —(1-y) ||frest(7)||1) £,(7) | £, € ND (Ffl_) £ € ND (E,@M)}.

»

S8

- TadG [ 7(s) = a;) C
{frest(;/) + (1 ~(1-7) ||frest(7)||1) £,(7) | £, € ND (F;;) £ € ND (Fb)}

- Jad(s | 7() = a;) =
{fm(y) + (1= (1= ) [ ],) £ 1 £, € ND(F2 ), i € ND (F”t)}

N

- Faals) = ND (Fh \ oy, U

{frest(y) + (1= =) [fesl]) £ 1 £, € UL ND (£2), e € ND (Friwl)}.

;

N

Partial proof sketch. Ttem 1.

F ()

| Faals | 2(s) = 2) (F.75)

a€cA

k
=| | Felm)=a u(U?(M(s'):a,-)) (F.76)

a€eA: =1
Vicatya;

a€cA:
Vicatya;

k
= U {f”" |rell:z(s) = a} U (U F(s| =) = 4l~)) (F.77)
=1
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k
= U {f%ﬁ O lyese | 7 € 11 77(5,) = ﬂ} U ( T(J | ”(J,) = ﬂz’)) (F.78)
=1

accA:
Vicatya;
k
= (Ffw \ (uleFrist,al.)) U (U Flsl () =a; ) (E79)
=1
k
= (L \F, ) U (U Flslw(s) = )) (F.80)
=1

By the bottleneck assumption, s can only reach the states of UleREACH (¢, a;) by taking
actions equivalent to some «; at state s’. Therefore, eq. (F.78) holds by the definition of 1 c.
Equation (F.79) holds by the definition of F! and Frbest, »
showed that V7 : Ffést’ o= Fést’ o

Item 2. Letf € Fq(s | 7(s") = ;) be strictly optimal for r at discount rate y* € (0, 1). By
lemma F.75, for some f. € Frbeswl, f, € Fi, f="f(y+ (1 -(1-» ||frest(7/)||1) £, ().

. Equation (F.80) because eq. (F.74)
We have now shown item 1.

Suppose that f,, ¢ ND (Ffi). Then there exists another £ € FZ, for which f,,(y*) 'r >
f;l,(y*)—rr.

Consider f' = fiee(y) + (1 — (1= ) e ) |1) £ (7). Byitem 1, f € F(s). How-
ever, since £, (") T'r > £ (y*) 'r, £(y*) Tr > £(y*) "r. This contradicts the assumed strict
optimality of f. Therefore, f,, € ND (Ffl ) (in particular, £, (¥*) € ND (Ffl _ (}/*))) O

Conjecture F.78 (Action-restricted visit distribution function similarity requires action simi-
larity). If's can reach s with positive probability and Fqq(s | 7(s") = &) is similar to a subset
of (s | #(s) = a) via state permutation ¢, then Py T'(s, ") = T'(s, a).

F.1.9 PROPERTIES OF OPTIMALITY SUPPORT

Definition F.79 (Optimality support). Let4, B C RIS! be finite.

supp (4 > B) = {r € R | maxa'r > max bTr}. (F.81)
aed beB

We sometimes abuse notation by replacing the set 4 with a vector a, as in: supp (a > B).
supp (£(») > F (5 7)) represents the set of reward functions for which f() is optimal at
state s. supp (£(y) = F (s 7)) can be calculated by solving the relevant system of |7:(5)| -1
inequalities."”
For example, consider fig. F.9.
fﬁright—rr > fﬁdownTr
yR(52) YR (s3)

>
-, > R(s1) + 1=

R(s1) +

)

so R(s7) = R(s3).

174



Figure F.9: A simple environment where it’s easy to derive which reward functions make a
trajectory optimal.

Definition F.80 (Topological boundary). bd(X) is the topological boundary of set X, equal
to X’’s closure minus its interior (Int(X)).

Remark. Unless otherwise stated, assume RIS/ is endowed with the standard topology.

Lemma F.81 (A topological lemma). Ler X C RIS! and suppose S is such that SNInt(X) is convex
and has no interior. If s € SNInt(X), then 39 € (0,1), x1, 22 € Int(X)\S : 5 = O+ (1-0)x2.

Proof. Since S has no interior, its restriction to Int(X) must equal a convex subset of some
(|8] = 1)-dimensional hyperplane intersect Int(X). Let x be a unit-length vector orthogonal to
this hyperplane. Since R € Int(X), there exists ¢ > 0 small enough such that R + ex, R —ex €
Int(X). Because x is perpendicular to the hyperplane, neither of these points belong to S.
R =.5(R +¢ex) +.5(R — ¢x). [

Lemma F.82 (Topological properties of optimality support). Letf, " € F(s) and y € (0, 1).

1. bd(supp (£(y) = F(57))) C supp (£(») = F (s, 7)), with equality iff f is dominated.

2. Iff # £ are both optimal for R at discount ratey, then R € bd(supp (£(y) = F (5 7)))N
bd(supp (F/() = F(57))).

Proof. Ttem 1: bd(supp (£(y) = F(57))) € supp (£(») = F (s, 7)) because optimality sup-
port is closed by lemma F.42. If equality holds, supp (£(y) > ¥ (s 7)) has no interior, and f is
therefore dominated by proposition F.1s1. Similarly, if f is dominated, then proposition F.1s1
dictates that supp (£(y) > F (s, »)) has no interior and thus equals its boundary.

Item 2: by lemma F.106, almost no reward functions have multiple optimal visit distributions,
and so f and f” cannot both be optimal in an open neighborhood of R. Thus, R must lie on at
least one boundary: R € bd(supp (£(») = F(57))) Ubd(supp (£'(») = F(s7)))-

Suppose R € Int(supp (F(y) = F(s5,))). Then f is optimal in an open neighborhood
N around R and R € bd(supp (£f'(y) = F(s,))) by the above reasoning. By lemma F.106,
f must be uniquely (and therefore strictly) optimal for almost all reward functions in N.
Furthermore, supp (£ () > F (s, »)) has no interior and is convex (by lemma F.42), so by
lemma F.81, R € supp (f'(y) = F(5 7)) N Int(supp (£(y) = F (5 7))) can be written as the
convex combination of reward functions for which f is optimal but f” is not. But corollary F.35
shows that convex combination of reward functions preserves optimal policy sets, and so
£’ cannot be optimal for R, a contradiction. So R ¢ Int(supp (£(y) = F(s,7))), and so

R € bd(supp (£(y) = F (s y))) Nbd(supp (f'() = F (5 1)) O
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Theorem F.83 (If a dominated visit distribution is optimal, so are at least two non-dominated
visit distributions). Suppose £5 € F(s) \ Fnd(5) 25 optimal for reward function R at discount
ratey € (0, 1). Then there exist distinct £, £5 € Fny(s) which are also optimal for R at y.

Proof. 1t £, were optimal for R at y, then some non-dominated f; must also be optimal by
corollary F.6s. R € bd(supp (f;)) N bd(supp (f1)) by lemma F.82(2).
supp (f;) U supp (f1) = supp (£f1) < RIS by corollary F.69. But

) supp (F(9) = F(57)) =R,
FEF ()

Therefore, since all supp (f) are closed and convex (lemma F.42), there must be at least one
more f5 such that supp (f2) has non-empty interior (z.e. f, € F,q(s) by proposition F.1s51) and
f, is optimal for R. Then R € bd(supp (f;)) N bd(supp (f1)) N bd(supp (f>)). O

Conjecture F.84 (Geometry of dominated optimality support). If f; € F(s) \ Fnda(s) and
f € Fnd(s) are both optimal for R aty € (0, 1), then supp (f;) € bd(supp (f)).

Frio HoOW GEODESICS AFFECT VISIT DISTRIBUTION OPTIMALITY

Definition F.85 (Geodesic trajectory). In a directed graph, a path between two vertices is
geodesic when it is a shortest path. In deterministic environments, a state trajectory (so, 51, . - .)
is geodesic when, for all 7 < 7, the trajectory traces a geodesic path between s5; and s;.

Intuitively, non-geodesic trajectories take “detours” (see fig. F.10).
Y g ) g

Remark. We refer to a policy or trajectory as “dominated” when the corresponding visit
distribution function is dominated.

Proposition F.86 (In deterministic MDPs, geodesic trajectories induce non-dominated visit
distributions). Suppose the arDP is deterministic and that starting from state so, policy & induces
geodesic trajectory T = (50, 51,...). £7 € Fnd(50).

Proof. Since the MDP is deterministic and the state space is finite, 7" visits a finite number of
states 5, . . . , 5. Consider reward function R such that V7 < & : R(s;) = ﬁ ; for all states s’
not visited by 7%, R(s") = 0. Because 7" is geodesic, f” is strictly greedily optimal for R. Since
optimal value changes continuously with y, £ is also strictly optimal for some y = 0. Then

£7 € Fna(so). [l

Corollary F.87 (In deterministic MDPs, dominated trajectories are not geodesic).

Conversely, fig. F.1o0 shows that non-dominated visit distribution functions need not be
geodesic.

Conjecture F.88 (Geodesics in stochastic environments). Proposition F.86 can be generalized
in some form to stochastic MDPs.



©

Figure F.10: |7:nd(f0)| = 2, even though one of the visit distribution functions is not
geodesic because it induces state trajectory (5o, 51, 52, 52, .. .).

@H@~<§3

Figure F.: ’7:(51)| =8 >7 = |_7:(53)| In particular, considering only determinis-
tic stationary policies, 5; can reach 54 via two different trajectories: (s1, 52, 53, 54, 54, ...) and
(515 53, 545 54, . . .). However, s3 can only reach s, in one way.

Famx NUMBER OF VISIT DISTRIBUTION FUNCTIONS

Since ¥ (s) only contains the visit distribution functions induced by deterministic stationary

policies, fig. F.1x shows that s3 being able to reach s; doesn’t imply that |7:(Jg)| > |7:(51) |

Lemma F.89 (Maximum number of visit distribution functions (deterministic)). Suppose the

]|‘S|1 8?' 13 -, with equality iffVs' : Ch (s) = §.
Proof. Firstassume Vs" : Ch (s") = §. We count how many trajectories can be induced by

deterministic stationary policies, starting from state s. Any trajectory visits at least 1 and at
s

(181!

However, we must always begin the trajectory ats, so divide by || possible starting states.
Since § is finite, the policy is stationary and deterministic, and the MDP is deterministic,

each trajectory must have a cycle by the pigeonhole principle. For any list of ; states, there are ;

| (ISI-1)!

locations at which the cycle can begin. Then there are |§1 J 155! viable trajectories starting

MDP is deterministic. For all s, |7:(5)| <

most |§]| states. Since order matters, a j-state trajectory can be chosen in ;! (|5|) ways.

from state 5. Two different trajectories induce different visitation distribution power series on
y (definition 4.3), and so different trajectories correspond to different visitation distribution
functions.

Given Vs : Ch(s") = §, we showed that |_77(5)| lCSlI E:?l 15, If3y,s” - 5" ¢ Ch(s),

this rules out trajectories containing an s’ — s” transition. Therefore, we have |T(5)| <
2'5' (S0t

JIs):
Remark. When Vs’ : Ch (s') = §, the non-dominated trajectories are the ones that immedi-
ately navigate to a state and stay there: Vs : |7:nd (5)| = |S|. However, fig. F.12 demonstrates an
MDP containing a state s for which |7:nd (J)| > |S]-

in general, with equality iff Vs" : Ch (s) = §. ]

Puterman [68] notes that often, multiple policies map to the same visit distribution function.
This is always true in deterministic environments if there is more than one possible policy.
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Figure Fx2: Vs : !ﬁd(5)| =4>3=|S|

Theorem F.9o (In deterministic environments, 7 + f7 is non-injective unless |[c4| = 1).
Suppose the environment is deterministic. 3s : |7:(5)| = || iff|eA| = 1.

Proof. Suppose |cA4| > 1. If |§| < |eA], then by determinism, at least two distinct actions
must be equivalent. By the definition of action equivalence (definition 4.23), policies taking
equivalent actions at all states induce the same visit distribution functions, and so then |7:(5)| <
|IT].

Suppose |§| > |eA]; then |S| > 1. If a cycle can be induced before visiting all states, the
premise is contradicted by modifying the 7 in question in any unvisited states. So starting from
5, let 7 induce the visitation of all states. Since 2 < [A], |S],2 < 2|S] < |eA] |§] states can be
reached over the course of 7’s state trajectory.

Therefore, by the time the trajectory has traversed 1 < [%] < |§| states, there must exist an
action returning to a state which has already been visited. Modify 7 to take that action, and a
cycle is formed before all states are visited. Since 2 < |c4| and the induced visit distribution
function is not affected by the action taken at the unvisited state, there are at least two policies
which induce the same visit distribution function. So |7:(J)| < |Mj.

Suppose |c4| = 1. By the definition of ¥ (s) (definition 4.3), Vs : |77(5)| <M = |48 = 1.
Vs:1< |_77(,v)| by lemma F.1. O

Theorem F.90 does not hold for stochastic environments.

Conjecture F.91 (Sufficient condition for |7:(s)| = |IT]). If Vs : |T(s)| = || and Vs, 5 €
S,deT(s):des >0,Vs: [F(o)| = 4] = 18],

Lemma F.92 (|}“| bounds).

51
1<lFel<s [ el <] 17| <leal® =10
i=1

s;€EREACH (5)

Proof. ¥s:1 < |7:(5)| by lemma F.1. By the definition of visit distribution functions (defi-
nition 4.3), policy choices at unreachable states cannot affect the induced visit distribution
function, so |77(5)| < T1ereacu(s) |T(Jl')|. |T(§l')| < |eA| by the definition of child state
distributions (definition F.s). |4 ||°SI = |II| because I1 is the set of deterministic stationary
policies. [

By theorem F.90, if |c4| > 1, then |7:(s)| < |II] and so at least one of the intermediate
inequalities must be strict. Figure F.13 demonstrates example cases.



9
o/ O\o ®—>J>—8

(@) Fs) < ®) 18 76| < 1

Hx[ reach. from s | T(SZ)|
Figure Fa3: Suppose |c4| = 2 in both cases. (a): Vs : |}“(5)| = 6 < 8
My eremency 76| = TIETG)] = 101 b): [FO] = 2 = [erumency |76
18| 76)] < M =16,

F112 VARIATION DISTANCE OF VISIT DISTRIBUTIONS IN DETERMINISTIC ENVIRONMENTS

Lemma F.93 (When y = 0, the visit distributions of different states have 1 total variation). Let

f e F(s),f € F(). TV (£0), £(0)) = Lp.

Proof. TV (£(0),£7(0)) = TV (ey &) = Tyzy. [
1 0
y 6) 0
3 1
=7 =7

Figure F.14: Visit distribution functions £” induced at different states along a path.

Lemma F.94 (Total variation along a graphical path). Lety € (0, 1). Suppose that m travels a
deterministic path from s, . .., spq1 and that w will not visit sp again.

1—}/
1—;/'

TV (£ (y), 51 (3)) = (F.82)

Proof. Since the path is deterministic, 7 never revisits any state in sy, . . ., 5¢, since otherwise 7

would visit s¢ again. By definition 4.3, V1 < 7 < €+1: £ (y) — £, () = ' : each s, “loses”

71 visitation frequency. Since all visitation distributions f have ||f (7)” = L the total
1 1-y

visitation frequency thus “lost” equals the total visitation frequency gained by other states (and

. A
therefore the total variation; see fig. F.14). Then TV (£%(y), f™%1(y)) = Zf:_é y = 1177; ]
Question F.95 (In stochastic environments, what general principles govern total variation

among a policy’s visit distributions?).

Figure F.15 demonstrates how travelling along a deterministic cycle causes less total variation
in the visit distributions.
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Figure Fas: Visitation distributions £ () and £™7. Total variation is maximized at dia-
metrically opposite states in the cycle. Factors of ﬁ left out to avoid clutter.

Lemma F.96 (Total variation along a graphical cycle). Lety € (0, 1) and suppose that starting
[from state 51, w induces a deterministic k-cycle (k > 1).

‘ 1- ;/lf 1- 7/15
max TV (€7 (y), £7%(y)) < — < . (F.83)
seldl (1-p+y2) 177
Proof.
j-1
TV(E )€ () = )7 =/ (F-84)
=0
1—y/ 19,7
= r. - (E.85)
-y l-y
1— 5/ +9F =7
_Lry . (F.86)
L=y =)

Equation (F.84) can be verified by inspection of fig. F.15. Setting the derivative with respect to
j to 0, we solve

0=—y +7 (F.87)
k

Equation (F.88) follows because ¥ € (0, 1). Solving via the derivative is justified because the
function is strictly concave on j € [0, £] by the second-order test and the fact that y € (0, 1).
If % is even, we are done. If £ is odd, then we need an integer solution. Plugging j = L%J and
|'§'| into eq. (F.8s) yields the same maximal result.

Therefore, in the odd case, both inequalities in the theorem statement are strict. In the even
case, the first inequality is an equality. O

Proposition F.97 (Lower bound for total variation of a policy’s visit distributions in deter-
ministic environments). Suppose the environment is deterministic. For any w € 11, if s # ¢,

TV (£%(0) 6% () 2 1 2 &
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Proof. If m follows a path, it does so for at least 1 state. Plugging in ¢ = 1 to lemma F.94 results
inTV (f B (y), £ s’ (7/)) = 1. If z follows a k-cycle (£ > 1), it does so for at least one step. Then

j =1,k =2forlemma F.96, in which case TV (f””(;/), £ (7/)) = # <L [

F.2  OPTIMAL VALUE FUNCTION THEORY
Lemma F.98 (Optimal value is piecewise rational on y). Vj (s, ) is piecewise rational on y.

Proof. By lemma D.40, the optimal visit distribution changes a finite number of times for
y € [0,1). Corollary D.1o implies V' (s ) is rational on each non-degenerate subinterval
where the optimal visit distribution set is constant. ]

Lemma F.99 (V' (5, y) is piecewise linear on R).

Proof. V(s 7) = maxgey(;) £() " r takes the maximum over a finite set of fixed |§|-dimen-
sional linear functionals. Therefore, the maximum is piecewise linear with respectto R. [

Lemma F.99 shows that optimal value is piecewise linear in the reward function. In unpub-
lished work, Jacob Stavrianos showed that optimal value is globally sublinear in the reward
function:

Lemma F.aoo (Optimal value is sublinear in the reward function). Let Ry, Ry be reward
functions and lety € [0,1).

1. Letr > 0. V:Rl (5, )/) = }"V;I (J, ;/).
2. V;1+Rz (57 }/) S VZI (57 7) + V;z (57 ;/)'

Proof. V. (5 7) = maxgeg () £() T (rr1) = r maxpeg () £(y) 1y = Vi, (5 7).
For the second condition, we check that

Viar, 57) = [nax £(3) " (r1+12) (F.89)
< max f(»)'r;{+ max £(»)'r F.90

£ () ) n £,67 () () r2 (F.90)

=V, (57)+ Vg, (57). (F.on)

]

Corollary F.ror (Optimal value is concave in the reward function).

Proof. Optimal value is sublinear in the reward function by lemma F.100; sublinearity is a
sufficient condition for concavity. O]

Lemma F.xo2 (Optimal value is monotonically increasing in the reward function). Lets € S,

y € [0,1), and suppose Vs € § : Ri(s") = Ra(s"). Then 23 (s7) = Va, (s 7).
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Proof. Letf, € argmaxg g f(y) "ra.

VR, (s7) = frenygé) f(y)'r (F.92)
> () 'n (F.93)
> () "1 (F.94)
=Vx, (57). (F.95)

Equation (F.94) follows by the assumed component-wise domination r; > r,. Equation (F.9s)

follows by the definition of f;. O
Theorem F.r03 (Reward functions map injectively to optimal value functions). Vy € [0, 1),
R = V3(+y) is injective.

Proof. Given V. s (-, 7) and the rewardless MDP, deduce an optimal policy z* for R by choosing
aly (-, }/) -greedy action for each state.

Vi (hy) = R+yT7 1y (F.96)
(1 - yT”*) Vi(.y) =R (F.97)

If two reward functions have the same optimal value function, then they have the same
optimal policies. Then eq. (F.97) shows that the reward functions must be identical. ]

Scott Emmons provided the proof sketch for theorem F.103.

Lemma F.ao4 (Linear independence of a policy’s visit distributions). Az any fixed y € [0, 1),
the elements of {f Py)|sedS } are linearly independent.

Proof. Consider the all-zero optimal value function with optimal policy #*. Theorem F.103
implies the following homogeneous system of equations has a unique solution for r:

fﬂ'*);l (7)Tr — O

£7151(3) Tr = 0.

Therefore, z* induces linearly independent f. But r must be the all-zero reward function
(for which all policies are optimal), so the £ are independent for azy policy 7. [

Lemma F.xos (Two distinct visit distributions differ in expected optimal value for almost all
reward functions). Lety € (0, 1), and let A, A € A(S). If A # A,

[Vz (,7)]) =0 (F.98)
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Proof. Let R € supp(Deone) and 7* € IT* (R, ). By lemma F.104, Ep [f”*’f] = Epr [f”*ﬂ']
iff A = A, Therefore, By |£| # By |67 |. Trivially, Ba | 73 (57)| = Bar [ 7 (4]

T L T * E
iff Ep [f”*"] r = Ea- [f” "] r. Since Ex [f” "] # En [f” o ], lemma D.12 implies that
the equality holds with 0 probability under Deope. O

No f is suboptimal for all reward functions: every visit distribution is optimal for a constant
reward function. However, for any given y, almost every reward function has a unique optimal
visit distribution at each state.

Lemma F.106 (Optimal visit distributions are almost always unique). Let s be any state. For any

y € (0,1), {r such that |arg MaXe g f (y)Tr‘ > 1} has measure zero under any continuous

reward function distribution.

Proof. Let R be a reward function and let s be a state at which there is more than one optimal
visit distribution for R at discount rate y. Since R has more than one optimal visit distribution,
there must exist a state 5" reachable with positive probability from s such that actions 4, 4" are

both optimal at s, where 2 #¢ 4’. Then By 7y 4 [V; («”, ;/)] =By r(sa) [V; (57, ;/)]

By lemma F.105, since 7'(s, 2) # T'(s', 4), this equation holds with probability 0 for reward
functions drawn from any continuous reward function distribution. O

F.2.1 DISCOVERING THE TRUE REWARD FUNCTION

Definition F.ro7 (Value of reward information). Let Dyoung have mean reward function R.
For state sand y € [0, 1), VOIp(Dpound) = Vf‘Db ] (s7) - V].’; (5 7).

Question F.108 (In what situations is VOIp (s, y) small?).

Proposition F.ro9 (Value of reward information is non-negative). Forstatesandy € [0, 1),
VOID(@bowzd) 2 0.

Proof-
Vs (57) = max Vg(s, y) (F.99)
= m;wa(Emnd [VR (s, 7/)] (F.100)
< i .
< R~‘Emnd [mygx Vz (s y)] (F.101)
= Vs (57). (F.102)

The result follows since VOIp( Dypound) = V- %bmnd (s ;/) - V]i; (s, }/) by definition F.Iog].



F.3 MDPr STRUCTURE

Knowing the visit distribution functions for each state provides an enormous amount of
information about the MDP. Asy — 0, the local dynamics are revealed (lemmaF.9). Asy — 1,
the renormalized visit distributions (1 —)f () limit to the recurrent state distributions which
can be induced from state s: RSD (s) (definition 4.26).

As it turns out, F encodes the entire MDP (corollary F.114). First, we recap all of our visit
distribution notation in table F.1.

Notation Meaning

Visit distribution function £ Definition 4.3: The discounted state visit distribution
function induced by following policy 7 starting from
state 5. A function from y € [0,1) to RIS 7z and s are
often left implicit.

Visit distribution £#°(y)  Definition 4.3: f™° evaluated at discount rate y.
||f " (y) ||1 = # 7 and s are often left implicit.
F(s) Definition 4.3: {f”"r | 7 € H}.
F(5y) Definition D.36: {f(;/) | f € 7:(5)}
Fnd(s) Definition 4.6: The elements of F (5) which are strictly
optimal for some reward function r € R!S! and dis-
countrate y € (0,1).
Fnd(s¥) Definition D.36: {f(}/) | £ € Foa (5)}
Fnd(s | 7(s') =a) Definition 4.4: The elements of Fp4(s) whose policies
take action # at state 5.
Fnd(s | 7%, 8)  Definition F.158: The elements of 74,4 (s) whose policies
agree with 7 on the statesin.§ C §.

FHP(5)  Definition F.49: {f™ | w € TP}

Table F.r: Summary of visit distribution notation.

Definition F.axo (Visitation function isomorphism). Let M = (8,4, T,y) and M’ =
(8, eA', T', ') be two rewardless MDPs. M =g M’ (read “M and M’ have isomorphic visita-
tion functions”) when there exists a bijection ¢ : § — §’ (with corresponding permutation

matrix Py) satisfying Vs € § : F 5 (6(s5)) = ¢ - Fp,(5).

This isomorphism is invariant to state representation, state labelling, action labelling, and
the addition of superfluous actions (2 such that Vs : 32" # a4 : T (5, 2) = T'(5,a")).

Definition F.rux (Directed graph of a deterministic MpP). The dzrected graph of a deterministic
MDP is a directed graph with a vertex for each state such that there is an arrow from vertex s to

vertex s iff s’ € Ch (s).

Directed graphs are deterministic special cases of so-called MDP models [68]. We introduce
the following definition; when the dynamics are deterministic, it reduces to the standard
directed graph isomorphism.



Definition F.x2 (Stochastic model isomorphism). ¢ is a stochastic model isomorphism be-
tween rewardless MDPs M, M’ when ¢ is a bijection ¢ : § — & issuch that foralls € §,

{P¢T(J, a)lace 04} = {T’(¢(s), a)|a e cA’}. We then say that A =4 M’, which is read

as read “M and M" have Zsomorphic transitions”.

Theorem F.i3 (= is equivalent to transition isomorphism). M =g M’ via bijection ¢ iff
M E¢ M.

Proof. Forward direction: lets € §.

{T'(gb(s), a)|a e cA'} = {;11)% y‘l(f”/’?ﬁ(‘) (y) - e¢(,)) | 7’ € H'} (F.103)
= {P¢ ;11)% Y HE™(y) —e,) | 7€ H} (F.104)
= {P¢T(5, a)|ace 04} (F.105)

Equation (F.104) follows because M =g M’. Then M =4 M’.

Suppose instead that M =4 M’. Let 7 € Il be a policy in M. Let 7z’ be such that for all
5 € §: o satisfies T7(¢(s), 7' (¢(5))) = P41 (s, #(s)); such actions exist because we assumed
that M =4 M’. Then by repeated application of lemma F.9, £780) = Pyf™ foralls € §.
Since 7 was arbitrary, M =& M’ via §. L]

Corollary F.r4 (Visit distribution functions encode MDPs). Given the function J, the gener-
ating dynamics can be reconstructed up to transition isomorphism.

Proof. Given [F, for each state s, deduce 7'(s) = {limy_>o y1(f(y)—e) | fe T(y)} O

In deterministic environments, the dynamics are encoded (up to transition isomorphism)
by the visit distributions at a single y € (0, 1).

Theorem F.xxs (Visit distributions encode rewardless deterministic MDPs). Given the function
F () generated by a deterministic rewardless MDP, the generating dynamics can be recon-
structed up to transition isomorphism.

Proof. Since Vs € §,f(y) € F(sy) : ||f(;/)||1 = %/ (by proposition D.8) and f(y) € RISI,
we can deduce y and |§|. Let §” = {1, S |} Using lemma F.9, deduce the children Ch (s)
of each state 5. Definec4 = {1, ..., max, |Ch (5)|} Construct a transition function 7” using
Ch (s);if |eA]| > |C/o (5)| for some state s, map the redundant actions to any element of Ch (s).

Let M == (§',cA’, T', y). By construction, M and M are transition isomorphic. O

Conjecture F.xx6 (Theorem F.115 holds in stochastic environments).

Theorem F.ax7 (Optimal value functions encode rewardless deterministic MDPs). Given the
optimal value function/veward function pairs of a rewardless deterministic app M, M can be
reconstructed up to J-isomorphism.



Proof. Suppose that for rewardless MDP M, we are given {(R, Ve(.y) | Re[0,1] |} for

fixed y. Let§" = {1, ..., |domain of R|} for any reward function R.

For each s, we determine if it can reach itself. Let R, be the indicator reward function on
state s. 5 can reach itself iff /7, (5, ) > 1. Because the MDP is finite, at least one state s must be
able to reach itself.

4 %k / . % 7
If other states s” also have VR, (s', ¥) > 0, consider s € argmax, . $\(5) V 2. (s, %) Spre must
Ve, (57)
V;Ej (J'pre:}’) )
If 5 is the only state with positive optimal value for R,, V'3 (s, ¥) > 1 implies that s must be

be able to reach s in one step, so V' (spres y) = 7Vr, (57). Theny =

able to reach itself. Then I 11 (sy) = #; solve for y.

The above reasoning explained how to test whether s can reach itself and how to determine
which other states can reach s. This information allows us to construct a transition function
T, setting the action space ¢4’ to be as large as necessary to accommodate the state with
the most children. Because their directed graphs are isomorphic, (&', A4, %, T') =& M by
theorem F.i13. [

Remark. The proof of theorem F.1r7 shows that deterministic dynamics are fully determined
by |§| optimal value functions (one for each state indicator reward function).

Corollary F.x8 (Non-dominated visit distribution functions encode rewardless deterministic
MDPs). Suppose the rewardless deterministic spP M = (S, cA, T, y) induces Fng. From Fng,
M can be reconstructed up to F-isomorphism.

Proof. Restriction to non-dominated distributions leaves optimal value unchanged for all
reward functions. Apply theorem F.117 to recover M up to F-isomorphism. O

Figure F.16 shows that neither theorem F.1r7 nor corollary F.u18 hold for stochastic environ-
ments. Given known transition dynamics, theorem F.103 guarantees that R recovered from
Ve (-, )/), but in the stochastic variant of theorem F.117, we would not know the transition
dynamics a priori.

a
Figure F.16: The bifurcated action « is a stochastic transition, where T'(s, 4, 52) =
> T(s1,a,53) =1—p. Foranyp € (0,1), 2 is adominated action: 7'(s;,2) € T'(51) \ Tpq (51)-
Since there is no optimal value function for which it is strictly optimal to take action 2, no

optimal value function is affected by the presence of 2. This ambiguity does not arise in
deterministic MDPs, since 7'(s) = Tp4 (s) when the dynamics are deterministic.
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Fad(57)

/\

<§U47,T><_> RJ,V*( ))|;e5}

Figure F.r7: In deterministic MDPs, these three objects contain the same information (up to
transition isomorphism).

Figure F.r7 summarizes this section’s results.

Figure F.18 shows that theorem F.1r7 cannot be proven without knowing which reward
functions generate which optimal value functions (although y can still be deduced from the
optimal value functions for all reward functions with reward bounded in [0, 1]).

O—
5%

(@) R(n) =1 (b)R(s1) =8

Figure Fa8: Suppose y = .5and V' (51,.5) = L5, V3 (52,.5) = 1, V3 (53,.5) = 1.4. This
optimal value function is compatible with (a) (where R (s5;) = 1) and with (b) (where R(5;) =
.8).

Question F.axg (In what category of MDPs is =4 an isomorphism?).
Question F.r20 (Is =¢ natural in the category-theoretic sense?).
Question F.r21 (What properties would = , have?).

Conjecture F.a22 (Optimality probability and POWER change “continuously” with respect
to transition dynamics).

F.4 PROPERTIES OF OPTIMAL POLICY SHIFTS

Definition F.x23 (Optimal policy shift). R has an optimal policy shift aty € (0,1) when
lim,-1, IT* (R, y7) # IT* (R, y). Similarly, R has an optimal visit distribution shift at y and at
state s.

Corollary F.24 (One-sided limits exist for I[1* (R, 7)). Let L € (0, 1) and let R be any reward
Sfunction. lim},T o IT* (R, ;/) and Iimy 1z T (R, 7) both exist.
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Proof. By lemma D.40, IT* (R, 7) can take on at most finitely many values for y € (0, 1).
Thus, infinite oscillation cannot occur in either one-sided limit, and so both one-sided limits
exist. ]

Corollary F.126 shows that definition F.123 loses no generality by defining optimal policy
shifts with respect to the limit from below.

Lippman [48] showed that two visit distribution functions can trade off optimality status
at most 2 |§| + 1 times. We slightly improve this upper bound. We thank Max Sharnoff for
contributions to lemma F.125.

Lemma F.az2s (Upper bound on optimal visit distribution shifts). For any reward function R
and £, £ € F(s), (F(y) - f’(;/))T r 75 either the zero function, or it has at most 2 |S| — 1 roots
ony € (0,1).

Proof. Consider two policies 7, #’. By lemma D.o, (f"(y) — f ”,(y))Tr is a rational function
with degree at most 2 |§| by the sum rule for fractions. The fundamental theorem of algebra
shows that (£7(y) — £ () "riseither O for all y or for at most 2 |§| values of y € [0, 1). Since
£(0) = £(0) = e, (definition 4.3), one of the roots is at y = 0. O

Corollary F.x26 (Lower-limit optimal policy set inequality iff upper-limit inequality). Let
y € (0,1), and IT" = lim,-q,, IT* (R, y_) I = lim,+ |, IT* (R, ;/+). I~ # IT* (R, ;/) iff
I # IT* (R, y).

Proof. Suppose IT™ # IT* (R, ;/) but IT* (R, ;/) = II". By lemma F.r27, it IT™ # II* (R, ;/),
then T~ C IT* (R, ;/). Letz* € IT* (R, 7/) \IT"and 7z~ € IT1". Since 7" ¢ I1~, there exists some
g1 > O such that 7" isn’toptimal forally” € (y—¢;, ¥]. In particular, (f 7 )-f" () 'r<0
for such . In particular, (f v (y*) = £7 (»*)) Tris not the zero function on y*.

Therefore, lemma F.125 implies that (F7 (y*) — £7 (»*)) r has finitely many roots on
y*. Butsince z* € II” (R, 7/) = IT7, there exists &, > 0 such that V) € [,y + &) :
(F7 (/) — £7 (»/)) Tr = 0. But this would imply that the expression has infinitely many
roots, a contradiction. Therefore, if [1™ # IT* (R, y), then IT* (R, ;/) #+ 1T,

The proof of the reverse implication proceeds identically. O]

O—0—0—)

0 -.25 1 -1 0

Figure F.x9: Inlemma F.127, IT™ can equal IT*. Let R be the reward function whose rewards
are shown in green. The shortcut is optimal for all y. An optimal policy shift occursaty =.5.
Since IT™ = IT* only contain policies which take the shortcut, IT- U IT* C IT* (R, }/).

Lemma F.a27 (Optimal policy sets overlap when shifts occur). Let R be a reward function
andy € (0,1). LetIT™ = lim},ny I (R, 7'), I = lim},w, IT* (R, y+). Then I1- UTIIT C
IT* (R, }/). Furthermore, if R bhas an optimal policy shift at y, 3s € S:

argmaxf(y)'r| > 2.
feF(s)
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Proof. Since an optimal policy shift occurs at y and since V' (s, 7) is continuous on y by
lemmaF.98,Vz~ € I, z* e I*,s € §: V7 (59) = V]f (8 7). Therefore, IT" U IT" C
T (R, 7/).

By lemma D.6, for any R € RS9, an optimal policy shift occurs at y iff an optimal visit
distribution shift occurs at y for at least one state s. [

To better appreciate how optimal policy sets can be linked to the discount rate, consider
the fact that some rewardless MDPs have no optimal policy shifts. In other words, for any
reward function and for all y € (0, 1), greedy policies are optimal, as shown in fig. F.20. In
deterministic environments, optimal policy shifts can occur if and only if the agent can be
made to choose between lesser immediate reward and greater delayed reward.

51 3 51 —»52
/1 A1 0
50 50
N oéoo o(
e

s
0

() (b) (c) (d)

Figure F.20: (a) and (b) show reward functions whose optimal policies shift. No shifts occur

in (c) or (d).

Theorem F.128 suggests that the vast majority of deterministic rewardless MDPs allow optimal
policy shifts, as the criterion is easily fulfilled.

Theorem F.128 (Characterization of optimal policy shifts in deterministic rewardless MDPs).
In deterministic environments, there exists a reward function whose optimal action at sy changes

with y iff As1 € Ch(so), 51 € Ch(s0), 55 € Ch(sy) \ Ch(s1):
sy & Ch(so) V (51 ¢ Ch(s1) Asj & Ch(s1)).

Proof. Forward direction. Without loss of generality, suppose the optimal policy set of some
R is shifting for the first time (a finite number of shifts occur by Blackwell [11]).

Starting at state so, let the policies 7, 7’ induce state trajectories 50515 . .. and 50575, . . ., re-
spectively, with the shift occurring to an optimal policy set containing 7’ at discount rate y. By
the definition of an optimal policy shift aty, V' [ (s0,) = Ve ' (50, ). Because 7 was greedily
optimal and 7’ was not, 5; # s; and R(s1) > R(s7). If Ch (s1) = Ch (5;), 7(s0) remains the
optimal action at 59 and no shift occurs. Without loss of generality, suppose s, & Ch (s1).

We show the impossibility of ~ (5'2 ¢ Ch (s50) V (;1 ¢ Ch(s1) A s & Ch (;1))) =, € Ch (s0)A

(51 € Ch(s)) Vs €Ch (51)), given that 7z’ becomes optimal at y.

Case: s, € Ch (s9) As1 € Ch (s1). For 7’ to be optimal, navigating to s; and staying there

Ii(_j}ll) <V ]727, (s y) implies

cannot be a better policy than following #” from sy. Formally,

R(s) < A=)V (60 = (1= (R +7VE (47).
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5] ———5 5] ——— 5
50 ............ 50 ..
\ 2\ \ v <
5| —>5, 5| —5,
(a)s, € Ch(so) Ns1 € (b)s5, € Ch(s0) N s; € Ch (s1)

Ch (s1)

Figure F.2x: Dotted arrows illustrate the assumptions for each case. Given that there exists

a reward function R whose optimal action at s, changes at y, neither assumption can hold.

Although not illustrated here, e.g. 5 = 50 orsj = 5 is consistent with theorem F.128. We

leave the rest of the model blank as we make no further assumptions about its topology.

We now construct a policy 7z, which strictly improves upon 7z’. Since s, € Ch (s9), 34, :
T (s0,a% 55) = 1. Let 7} equal 7" except that 77 (s9) = 45. Then since R(s]) < R(s1),
V ;;2 (0, ) > Vg (50, y), contradicting the assumed optimality of 7’

Case: 5, € Ch (so) A s} € Ch(s51). For 7’ to be optimal, navigating to 51, then to | (made
possible by s; € Ch (51)), and then following 7’ cannot be a better policy than following 7’ from
so. Formally, R(s1) + Vg / (py) < TVR ' (s, ). This implies that R(s;) < (1) Vg / Gpy) =
1=y (R () +7Vz ’ (5 ;/)) The policy 7} constructed above is again a strict improvement
over 7’ at discount rate y, contradicting the assumed optimality of 7’

Backward direction. Suppose 31, ; € Ch (), € Ch (5] \ Ch () : 5, & Ch (50) v

(51 ¢ Ch(s1) Nsp € Ch (51)). We show that there exists a reward function R whose optimal
policy at sy changes with y.

If s, ¢ Ch(s0), then s, # s; becauses; € Ch(s0). Let R(s) = .1, R(s}) = 1,and 0
elsewhere. Suppose that 51 can reach s} in two steps and then stay there indefinitely, while the
state trajectory of 7’ can only stay in 57, for one time step, after which no more reward accrues.
Even under these impossibly conservative assumptions, an optimal trajectory shift occurs from
505152 - - . 10 50575, . ... At the latest, the shift occurs at y =~ 0.115, which is a solution of the
corresponding equality:

2
R(s) + 171—7]{(;’2) = R()) +yR(5)) (F.106)

72

I-y

d+

=7. (F.107)

Alternatively, suppose s, = 51, and so 7 continually accumulates R(s;) = .1. Then there
again exists an optimal policy shift corresponding to a solution to == = y.
g 'P policy ' % g : 0T Y
By construction, these two scenarios are the only ways in which 7 might accrue reward, and
so an optimal policy shift occurs for R.
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If s, € Ch(s0), thenset R(s1) = 1, R(s7) = .99, R(s}) = .9, and 0 elsewhere. Suppose
that 51 can reach itself in two steps (the soonest possible, as s; ¢ Ch (s1)), while neither 5] or
5, can reach themselves or 5;. The corresponding equation ﬁ = .99 + .9y has a solution
in the open unit interval. Therefore, a shift occurs even under these maximally conservative
assumptions. ]

Conjecture F.r29 (If some reward function has optimal policy shifts, then almost all reward
functions have optimal policy shifts).

Proposition F.a3o (Sufficient conditions for a reward function not having optimal policy
shifts). Let R € RS,

1. If R assigns reward r to all states, or
2. If the environment is deterministic and R is a state indicator reward function, or

3. If the environment is deterministic and R is assigns reward ry to states which can reach
themselves and ry to states which cannot reach themselves, or

4. If the environment is deterministic and R is assigns reward ry to some set of 1-cycle states
and ry to all other states, or

5. IfR = mR’ + b forsomem > 0,b € Rand R’ € RS which has no optimal policy shifts,
then R has no optimal policy shifts.

Proof. Ttem 1: If R assigns reward 7 to all states, then all policies are optimal at all discount
rates.

Item 2: Let s be a state and R, be the indicator reward function for s. At each state, let 7
choose an action which minimizes graph distance to s. Such an action exists because there are
only finitely many actions. Since R(s) = 1 and 0 elsewhere, 7 is optimal for R, for all discount
rates.

Item 3: If 71 = 7, then apply item 1.

Suppose that 7 > 7. Then starting from any state s, each policy 7 induces a trajectory which
deterministically visits 0 < ¢ < |§| transient states before entering a &-cycle (0 < £ < §—¢). By

4
assumption on 7y, 72, we have I'7 (s7) = % -7 +7€17_—17.
at s iff it minimizes ¢; such a policy must exist, since there are only finitely many admissible
values of ¢.

This criterion is independent of the value of ¥ € (0, 1), and so there are no optimal policy
shifts at 5. Since s was arbitrary, there are no optimal policy shifts for R. Similar logic proves
the 71 < 7 case, except that optimal policies maximize €.

Then a policy induces optimal value

Item 4: If 71 = ry, then apply item 1.

Suppose that 71 > 7, and let s be a state. If s cannot reach any 7;-states, then every action is
optimal for R at s at any discount rate.

If 5 can reach an 7 state s” via some policy 7, then by determinism, 7 induces a trajectory
which deterministically visits 0 < ¢ < |§] states before reaching s’. By the definition of 71, 72,
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we have Ve () < % “ i+ 761’:—1}/, with equality iff 7 stays ats’. Then since 1 > 75, 7
induces optimal value at s iff it minimizes ¢ and stays at s; such a policy must exist, since there
are only finitely many admissible values of ¢.

This criterion is independent of the value of € (0, 1), and so there are no optimal policy
shifts at s. Since s was arbitrary, there are no optimal policy shifts for R. Similar logic proves
the 71 < 7 case, except that optimal policies maximize ¢ and avoid staying at s’

Item 5: Optimal policy is invariant to positive affine transformation, and so the result follows
immediately. ]

Figure F.22 shows that the presence of optimal policy shifts is not invariant to negation of

the reward function.
S —»52 D
-1 =3
50
0 %
s —y
L 2

Figure F.22: The given R has no optimal policy shifts, but its inverse —R does have optimal
policy shifts.

Figure F.23 shows a counterexample to proposition F.130’s item 2 for stochastic environ-
ments.

Figure F.23: Optimal policy shifts can occur for state indicator reward functions in stochas-
tic environments, but they cannot occur in deterministic environments (proposition F.130).

Let R, be the state indicator reward function for 53, and let T'(51, 4, 53) = T'(s1, 4, 54) = %
R,, has an optimal policy shiftaty = 1.

Since we assume state-based reward functions, naively plugging in ¥ = 0 would make all
policies optimal. Instead, we consider the limiting optimal policy set as ¥ — 0, in a similar
manner as Blackwell optimality considers the limiting optimal policy setas y — 1.

Definition F.131 (Asymptotically greedy optimality). IT* (R, 0) is the asymptotically greedily
optimal policy set for state-based reward function R.
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Although, lemma F.15 proved that IT* (R, 0) C T8 (R), fig. F.24 shows that equality

need not hold.
up 51 —>52 3
X1 1

S0
N
down 51 _>5’2 D
1 0

Figure F.24: For all y > 0, up has greater value than down. Therefore, even though both up
and down are greedy actions, only 7P € IT* (R, 0).

Definition F.x32 (Reward sequence induced by a policy). Let R be a reward function, and let

5mR
T V" . . .
the sequence (((T”)te,) r) contain the expected undiscounted R-reward at time steps ¢
t>1

given that policy 7 is followed_starting from state s.

Proposition F.133 (Dictionary-ordered greediness). z* € IT* (R,0) /ffVs € §,z € Il :
(r, 72, .. .)"”*’R > (11, 72, ... ) "R where > is the dictionary ordering over R™.

Proof. Repeatedly apply lemma F.15 to conclude that z* € IT* (R, 0) iff it satisfies the dictio-
nary ordering condition at all time steps. [

Lemma F.a34 (For almost all reward functions, asymptotically greedy action is determined
by expected immediate reward). For almost all reward functions R, w € 11" (R, 0) iff = €
ngeedy (R)

Proof. The forward direction holds for all reward functions as a corollary of proposition F.133.
The converse holds for almost all reward functions R, since {r € RIS| | 35,2 : T'(s, 7(s)) #
T(sa) A T(sw(s))'r = T(s,a)"r} has no interior in the standard topology on RISI by
lemma D.12. Therefore, for almost all R, the policy which maximizes expected next-state return
7 is unique up to action equivalence. By this uniqueness and by the fact that IT* (R, 0) cannot
be empty by lemma D.40, 7 € IT* (R, 0) for almost all R. O

Proposition F.x35 (Child distribution similarity implies equal greedy optimality probability).
If T(s,a), T(s,a") € T(s) aresimilar via a permutation ¢ such that ¢ - Toq (s) = Thq (s), then
PDXW (54,0) = P‘DX.HD (s,4,0).

Proof.
Py, (54,0) (F.108)
= RPD (3" € II* (R, 0) : 7°(5) = a) (F.109)

193



- rEED ZHT(”“)Trzma"deT(:) de] (F.1r0)
B rEED :HT("”)Tera"demdo) dTr] (F.mx)
- rEE‘D :HT("“')Tr’ZmaxdeTndo) dTr’] (F.r2)
:RLPD (37" e (R0) : 7°(s) = ) (F.am3)
=Pqp, (s4,0). (F.iig)

Equation (F.109) and eq. (F.113) follow from lemma F.134. Equation (F.110) follows by
lemma D.39. Let

g(di, dy) = 1454,

and

B,B, | D)= E d'r, d'r)f.
S (B, Ba | D) rm[g(ﬁé%’f T, max r)]

Then by lemma D.zz,f({T(s,a)}, T4 (5) | 73) :f(¢- (T )}, ¢ Toa(s) | 4 73) -

f ({T(J, a’)} , Trd (5) | ‘D) (as D distributes reward identically across states, so ¢ - D = D).
Then eq. (F.112) holds. O

Corollary F.136 (Equal action optimality probability when y = 0). If the environment is
deterministic and y = 0, then all actions are equally probably optimal at any given state.

Proof. In deterministic MDPs, Vs : Tpq (s) = T'(s) because each child state s’ € Ch (s) is
strictly greedily optimal for the indicator reward function 1,,—y. Furthermore, for any two
actions a1, 45 leading to children 5, 5, € Ch (s) respectively, the transposition of sy, 5 satisfies
the requirements of proposition F.13s.

Apply proposition F.135 to conclude 41, 42 have equal optimality probability at s when
y = 0. U]

Proposition F.137 (No-shift, injective reward functions can be solved greedily). Let R be a
reward function which bas no optimal policy shifts such thatNs € S, a,a’ € cA, a and a’ are both
greedily optimal iffa =; a'. ThenVy € [0,1] : IT* (R, y) = TI¥" cedy (R).

In deterministic environments, this holds for no-shift reward functions which assign a unique
reward to each state.

Proof. By lemma F.i5, 7 € II" (R, 0) must be greedily optimal. By the next-step reward
assumption, each greedily optimal policy is determined up to action equivalence; therefore, if
7 € IT* (R, 0) and 7’ is greedily optimal for R, then Vs € § : #(s) =, #’(s). This implies that
7 € IT" (R, 0). So IT* (R, 0) = I18"Y (R). Since no optimal policy shifts occur, these greedy
policies must always be optimal.

In deterministic environments, an injective reward function implies that Vs € §, @, 2" € A,
a and a4’ have equal next-step expected reward iff 2 = 4’. Injectivity implies that 2 and 4’ are

both greedily optimal itz =; 4’. O]
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In fig. F.2s, for each y € (0, 1), there exists a reward function whose optimal policy set has
not yet “settled down.” However, when = 1, “most” reward functions have a Blackwell
optimal policy set.

oNoWeY

Figure F.25: Let y € (0,1), and consider R(s;) = R(s3) = 0, R(s4) := 1. The optimal
policy set is not yet Blackwell-optimal if R(s2) € (3, 1).

Conjecture F.138 (There exists a characterization of optimal policy shift existence in stochastic
MDPS).

Lemma F.139 (Optimal policy shift bound). For fixed R, IT* (R, y) can take on at most (2|S| -
1), (lfz(j”) values overy € (0, 1).

Proof. Bylemma D.6, IT* (R, 7) changes value iff there is a change in optimality status for some

visit distribution function at some state. By lemma F.125, each pair of distinct visit distributions

IT;)I)

can switch optimality status at most 2 |§| — 1 times. At each state s, there are ( such

pairs.

Conjecture F.140 (Linear bound on optimal visit distribution function shifts). For any reward
function R and f, f” € F(s), f and £’ shift at most |§| — 1 times.

Conjecture F.r41 (Quadratic upper bound on optimal policy shifts). For any reward function
R, at most O(|S|%) optimal policy shifts occur.

F.s OPTIMALITY PROBABILITY

Figure F.26 serves as a reminder that the relatively greater optimality probability of an action «
. 1
at y does not imply that P, (5, a, 7) > 3.
F.s.1 IMPOSSIBILITY OF GRAPHICAL CHARACTERIZATION OF WHICH ACTIONS ARE MORE
PROBABLY OPTIMAL

Even restricting ourselves to Dy, beliefs, we can’t always just look at the rewardless MDP
structure to determine which actions are more probable under optimality. In fig. F.27, going
up is more probable under optimality at s; for some state reward distributions X, but not for
others.

Theorem F.r42 (The state reward distribution can affect which actions have the greatest
optimality probability). There can exist state reward distributions X1, Xo, a state s, and a
discount rate y for which arg max P“DXI»UD (5 7) # argmax_ P‘DXZ»HD (5 a 7).

Proof. See fig. F.27. O
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> 938 8

A

right
Figure F.26: By theorem 4.29, PDX,UD (5, right, 1) = % < % In other words, when y = 1,
it’s more probable than not that right s # optimal, even though right is more probable
under optimality than other actions.

o)
Q%&o—»@

Figure F.277: For X; uniform, up and right are equally probable under optimality. For X,

. ) . _1043y-3)2
with cDF F(x) = x~ on the unit interval, P‘sz_un (51, up, )/) =35

F.s.2 SAMPLE MEANS

For arbitrary D, D" C RSDyq (s), determining if P, (D, 1) > P, (D), 1) is at least as hard as
answering questions like “for sample means X, of 7 11D draws from an arbitrary continuous
bounded distribution X, is P (max(a‘% &), %s) > max(&x]/, &, 56;')) > %?”. These questions
about maximal order statistics are often difficult to answer.

Thus, there is no simple characterization of the D, D" € RSDyq (s) for which

Po (D,1) [ Dxaw] > Pgy (D', 1) [ Dxao]-
However, there may be X for which £-cycle optimality probability decreases as £ increases.

Conjecture F.143 (Increased sample size decreases maximality probability [94]). Consider a
finite set of sample means &; of k; draws from unif(0, 1). If &; > k;, then P (%; = max; %) <

P (J_CJ = max; 56;).

Corollary. Suppose the environment is deterministic. Let k > k' and dy, diy € RSDyq (5) be
k, k' -cycles, respectively. Suppose that

[{de} = RSDya () \ {de}|, = [{de'} = RSDpa () \ {dp}||, = 2.
For X uniform, Pq, (dy, 1) < Pgy (dyr, 1).

F.5.3 OPTIMALITY PROBABILITY OF LINEAR FUNCTIONALS

Conjecture F.a44 (Optimality probability changes continuously under Deope). Let D € R
and let G, H be two finite sets of continuous functions (or paths) from D to RIS, Define
G(y) = {g(;/) lg € G}, and similarly for H(y). po,,. (G(y) = H(y)) is continuous on
yeX.



F.5.4 PROPERTIES OF OPTIMALITY PROBABILITY

Corollary F.r4s (Almost all reward functions don’t have an optimal policy shift at any given
y). Foranyy € (0,1), Pr-o,, (limy‘Ty IT* (R, y7) # I1* (R, 7/)) =0.

Proof. Lety € (0,1). By lemma F.i27, if R € RS has an optimal policy shift at , then
I e S ‘arg maXec o) f(}/)Tr‘ > 2. Atleast one such f € F,4(s) by lemma D.15 and
lemma D.38. Let f* € F(s) be a distinct element of the arg max.

By lemma D.s2, f(y) # £'(y). Then )arg MaXgeq () dTr‘ > 2. Corollary D.13 shows that
P

e~ Do (arg maXec () f(;/)Tr‘ > 2) =0. [

Lemma F.146 (For continuous reward function distributions, optimality probability is additive
over visit distribution functions). Lez F C F(s). Py, (By) = Yger Pop, (£, ).

Proof. Suppose y € (0,1). Since Deone is continuous, apply proposition F.63 with 4 =

F(y),B = F(sy).
Since the result holds for y € (0, 1), it holds in the limits of y — O and y — 1. O

Lemma F.147 (Optimality probability is continuous on y). For F' € F(s), Pg, (B y) is
continnouson 'y € [0,1].
Proof. Since lemma F.146 shows that Py, (By) = Yger Po.,.. (£, ), itis sufficient to show
that each summand is continuous.

Letf € F. If Po... (£, ) were discontinuous at ¥* € (0, 1), then a positive measure
subset of Deone experiences an optimal policy shift at y*. This contradicts corollary F.14s, and
SO PDCW (f, ;/) must be continuous on ¥ € (0, 1). Proposition D.41 shows that optimality

probability’s limits exist, and so Po... (f, y) is actually continuous on y € [0, 1]. [

Conjecture F.148 (Finite disagreement of optimality probability for Dx.iip). Forany f, £’ €
F(s), Py (Fy) = Py (£, 7) either for all ¥ € [0, 1] or for finitely many 7.

Lemma Fa49 (Only f € F,4(s) have positive optimality probability at any y). £ € Fq(s) 7ff
Fye(01):Py (f7)>0.

Proof. It f € Fpy(s), then Iy € (0,1),1; € RISI : £(y) "r1 > maxg g\ (£} () "r1. Then
P (£,%) = poyas (E() = F(s5,7)) > 0 by proposition D.2s.

If 3y € (0,1) : Po,. (£, y) > 0, then f(y) € ND (F (s, 7)) by lemma F.64. This implies
f € Fnd(s) by lemma D.38. m

Corollary F.rso (Dominated visit distributions are almost never optimal). f € F(s) s domi-
nated iff Vy € [0,1] : Pg, (£, %) =0.
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Proof. Lety € (0,1). It f € F(s) \ Fnd(s), then Po.... (f, ;/) = 0 by lemma F.149. Further-
more, Pg, (£, 0) = lim, 0 Py, (£, ) = 0. Similar reasoning applies when y = 1.

We show that Vy € [0,1] : Py, (£, ) = 0 implies that £ € F(s) \ Fna(s) by proving the
contrapositive. Suppose Iy € (0,1) : P‘Dcom (f, 7) # 0. Then by lemma F.149, f cannot be
dominated, and so f € Fq(s).

If IRDmm (£, 0) = lim,_,o PDmm (f, ;/) # 0, then the optimality probability must be non-
zero in a neighborhood of 0. By lemma F.149, this can only be true if £ € F,4q(s). Similar
reasoning applies to the y = 1 case. [

Proposition F.s1 (Non-domination iff positive measure). £ € Fnq(s) ffVy € (0,1) :
Py (Fy) > 0.

Proof. By the same arguments used in lemma F.149’s proof’s forward direction, Pg, (£ y) >
0. Therefore, Vy € (0,1) : Poy (£, y) > 0.

ItVy € (0,1) : Pgy (£,7) > 0, apply corollary F.1s0 to conclude that f cannot be
dominated (corollary F.150 applies because Dy.iyp is continuous), and so f € Fq(s). O

Proposition F.1s2 (Non-domination iff positive probability for y € [0, 1)).

£ e Faa(o) iffVy € [0,1) : Py, (£7) > 0.

Proof. The case for y € (0, 1) is proved by proposition F.isr.

For the y = 0 case, suppose f € Fnq(s) and fix y* € (0,1). By corollary F.16, almost all
reward functions in the interior of supp(f(y*) > F (5, ¥*)) N supp(D) have optimal actions
at each state which are unique up to action equivalence. Let R be one such reward function
for which £ € Fy,4(s) is strictly optimal.

By proposition F.18, IT* (V f (-, 7*) R 0) = IT* (R, 7*). Since optimal value is continuous on
the reward function (lemma F.99) and since f is strictly optimal for R, there exists an ¢-ball
of reward functions around the reward function V' ; (~, ;/*) for which £ is strictly optimal. By
lemma D.20, we can positively affinely transform this ball to be contained in supp(f, 0) N
supp(D); since this is a positive affine transformation, the image has non-empty interior. Then
PDX.HD (f, 0) > 0 since Dy.ip is a continuous distribution.

Suppose f € F(s) \ Fnd(s). By lemma F.106, for any y* € (0, 1), the set of reward functions
with multiple optimal visit distributions has measure zero. Dominated visit distribution
functions cannot be uniquely optimal at any * € (0, 1). Therefore, if f is dominated, Vy* €
(0,1) : P‘Dx»np (f, 7/*) =0, and PDXm (£,0) := lirn},*_>0 PDX.HD (f, y*) = limy*_,o 0=0.So
foranyy € [0,1), Py, (£, y) > 0implies £ € Fra(s). [

Lemma F.153 (Non-dominated child distributions facilitate a non-dominated visit distribution
tunction). If T'(s,a) € Tyq (s), then 37 : w(s) = a and £7 € Fn4(s).

Proof: Letd := T'(s,a) andlet V = {v e RIS | d™ > maxgrer()\(a) d’Tv}. V is nonempty

because d € T4 (s) and has positive Lebesgue measure by the continuity of d"v and the max
onv e RIS



Forallz € I1, let V. := {v € V| w e IIsreedy (v)} Since I1 is finite, there must exist 7*

such that V7« C V" has positive Lebesgue measure. Then consider the set of reward functions

R, = {(I - .ST”*) v|ive VW*}. Since (I - .ST”*) is invertible because its spectral radius

is strictly less than 1 (see the proof of lemma F.1), det (I - .ST”*) # 0 and so R+ also has

positive Lebesgue measure.
But then almost all reward functions r in R+ must have a unique optimal visit distribution
£ € F(5) when y =.5 € (0,1) by lemma F.106. Therefore, £f7 € Fra(s) by definition 4.6.

Lastly, since Vr’ € R+ : IT* (r/,.5) = [187edy (v) (where each v’ := (I - .ST”*) V'), 7' (s) =
a by the definitions of 7" and [1greedy (v7).

Let 7 equal 7/, except that 7(s) = 4. Because 7' (s) =, a = #(s), f* = 7 € Frals). We
have thus shown that 3z € I1: z(s) = 2and f” € F4(s). O

Proposition Fas4 (714(s) controls optimality probability). Lez F' € F(s). Pg, (By) =
P, (£ N Faa(s), »).

Proof-
IPDcont (E }/) = Z PDcom (f’ 7) (F.IIS)
feF
= Z ]P)Dcont (f’ }/) (F'IIG)
feFNFnq(s)
= IP‘Da,m (F N Fnd (5), }’) . (F.ary)

Equation (F.i15) and eq. (F.1r7) follow by lemma F.146 since Deop is continuous. Equa-
tion (F.116) follows by corollary F.150, since dominated visit distribution functions have 0
optimality probability under continuous reward function distributions. ]

Lemma F.iss (Only non-dominated transitions are greedily optimal with positive probability).
Let T(s,a) € T(s). T(s,a) € Tpq (5) ﬁP@X.UD (54,0) > 0.

Proof. Suppose that T'(s, a) € T4 (s). This means that 3z € I1 : 7(s) = 2 and £7 € Fpq(s)
by lemma F.153, and so Py, (f7,0) > 0 by proposition F.1s2. Then Py (540) >
Py, (£7,0) > 0.

Suppose that Pg, (s5,4,0) > 0. Proposition F.1s2 implies that Py, (54,0) > 0iff
Az € I1: £7 € Fq(s) such that z(s) = 4, since Poy (54,0) = Py, (F(s | 7(s) = a),0)
by lemma F.30.

Lemma F.8 shows thatif 7°(s,2) € T'(5) \ Tpq (5) and 7(s) = a, then f” € F(5) \ Fnq(s).
The contrapositive is then: if f7 € Fpn4(s), then either z(s) # a or T'(5,2) € Tpq (5). But
7(5) = a, so the fact that Po,. ($4,0) > 0 implies that f7 € ¥7,4(s), which implies that
T(s,a) € Tyq (5). [
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Corollary F.x56 (Similarity to a dominated action implies domination). If 7'(s,2) € T'(s) \
Tod (5) issimilarto T (s,a") € T(s) via a permutation ¢ such that ¢ - Tpg (s) = Tpg (5), then
T(sa") & Taa (5)-

Proof. Apply proposition F.135 to conclude thatPg,  (5,4,0) =Pg, (5 4’,0). BylemmaF.iss,
Py, (54,0)=0.ThenPy (s54',0) = 0;apply lemma F.iss to conclude that 7'(s, ") ¢
Thd (5). O]

Question F.xs7 (Is there anything to be gained by formalizing the optimality probability of
sets of policies?).

Definition F.as8 (‘F,q multi-state restriction). F (s | #%,8) C F(s) contains the non-
dominated visit distributions induced by a policy which agrees with 7 on the states of S C §.

Fud(s | 7%8) = Faals | 775.8) N Fad ().
Proposition F.xs9 (Optimality probability factorizes). Let £7 € Fq(s) and let y € [0,1).

51 Py (FoaCs | 7% {51, o5 i1, 513), 7)
it Py, (FadG |75 {snees s} y)

T

7, y) =

]P)@XJID ( (FIIS)

Proof. Equation (F.u8) holds for any state indexing and is well-defined on y € [0, 1) because
£7 € Fod(s) hasPqg, (£, 7) > 0 on that domain (proposition F.1s1). ]

Definition F.x60 (Optimality probability factorization). The optimality probability factor-
ization of £7 € Jq(s) is the RHS of eq. (F.118).

Lemma F.161 (Optimality probability varies iff a factor varies). Letf € Fna(s). Py, (£, )
varies with y iff its factorization has a factor which varies with y.

Proof. The forward direction is trivial. For the backward direction, suppose factor 7 = & equals
the non-constant function £ (); note that Vy € [0, 1) : () > 0. Suppose that the product
of other factors equals ﬁ If one action becomes more likely at 5, then another action must

become less likely, and vice versa. J%y) cannot be the multiplicative inverse (up to a constant)

for both of these variations, and so Py, (£’, ) must vary with y for some f’ € Frq(s). O

Conjecture F.162 (In deterministic environments, constant optimality probability implies
rational probabilities). Suppose the MDP is deterministic and s is such that Vf € F(s) :
Py (£, y) does not vary with € [0, 1]. Then Vf € F (s) : Py (£ y) € [0,1] N Q.

Proposition F.163 (Positive optimality probability under Dcop, implies Fg membership and
RSD,q (s) membership). Po, . (£, 1) > 0 impliest € Fpq(s) and lim, (1 — y)f(y) €
RSD,q (5).
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Proof. Suppose Po, (f,1) > 0. By corollary F.150, f cannot be dominated, else
}l/i_)ml Pq, (1= )f(»),1) =0.

Therefore, f € F4(s). By proposition D.2s, lim,—,1 (1 = 7)f(y) € RSDyq (s). [

Conjecture F.164 (RSD,q (s) membership and ;4 membership implies positive 11D optimal-
ity probability). If f € Fpnq(s) and limy,—; (1 — )£ (y) € RSDyq (5), then Poy.. (£,1) > 0.

Conjecture F.x65 (Optimality probabilities reach ordinal equilibrium as y — 1). For any
f,f' € F(s), Py (£, 7) and Po, (f’, ¥) reach ordinal equilibrium as y — 1.

Conjecture F.166 (Each non-dominated visit distribution “takes” optimality probability from
all other non-dominated visit distributions). Letf, f" € F,4(s), where £ # f’. Then Vy €
(0,1):

PDX—IID (f’ 7/) < PrNDX-IID f(y)—rr = }f”(y)—rr ‘ (FII9)

max
£7€Faa()\{f

F.s.s PROPERTIES OF INSTRUMENTAL CONVERGENCE
Instrumental convergence exists when actions have different optimality probabilities.
Definition F.x67 (Existence of instrumental convergence). Instrumental convergence starting

at state s when 3a,a’ € A,y € [0,1] : Py, (;, a, ;/) #Pg (5, a, 7/).

Conjecture F.168 (Instrumental convergence exists at almost all discount rates, if it exists). If
instrumental convergence exists starting at state s for some y, it exists starting at s for almost all

y € [0,1].
Lemma F.169 (Optimality probability is unaftected by unreachable states). Ifs cannot reach
sy thenVa : Prom (FGs|#z()=a),y) =1

Proof. Policies can output any action at unreachable states without affecting the induced visit
distribution. O]

Proposition F.ryo (Instrumental convergence without domination or stochasticity implies 11D

optimality probability varies with y). In deterministic environments, if instrumental convergence
. « . . _ . oo

exists at some y* starting from s and if F (s) = Fnd(s), then 3f : Py (£, y) varies withy.

Proof. Let a be more probably optimal than 4" at state s (thus fulfilling definition 4.10). Since
the environment is deterministic and 7 (s) = Fnd(s), it is equally probable that each child of s/
is the greedy choice at ¥ = 0. Then

Py (Fad(s|7(s) =a),0) =Pg, (Fra(s|7(s) =4'),0).

Therefore, at least one Po,.. (f, ¥) must vary on y € [0, *] so that

Py, (Faals|z(d) = a)y") > By (FaaGsl2(s) =), y").
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Figure F.28: Our ongoing assumption of X’s continuity is required for proposition F.r7o.

Under the uniform distribution on {0, 1}%, the visit distribution going up from s; has prob-
ability %, while the other two visit distributions have probability % However, under the

uniform distribution on [0, 1] S, the upwards visit distribution has probability 3%/, while the

qo 3+
other two each have probability 2.

Proposition F.170 shows the following while making the strong assumption that 7'(s) =

Fnd(s)-

Conjecture F.x71 (In deterministic environments, instrumental convergence implies variable
optimality probability). In deterministic environments, if instrumental convergence exists at
some y* starting from s, then 3f : PDX.HD (f, ;/) varies with y.

Conjecture F.r72 (Optimal policy shifts necessary for instrumental convergence). In deter-
ministic environments, if optimal policy shifts cannot occur, then instrumental convergence
does not exist.

Remark. Proposition F.r70’s assumption of determinism is required: suppose state s has
Ch(s) = {s, 5253} and [eA| = 3. T(sa1) = ey, T(sa2) = (0,.5,.5)7, and T'(5, 23) = e,,.
When X is uniform and y = 0, action ; will be strictly more probably optimal than actions
ap oras.

Proposition F.r73 (No domination, stochasticity, or optimal policy shifts means equal opti-
mality probabilities). In deterministic environments where optimal policy shifts cannot occur, if
F (5) = Fad(s), then no instrumental convergence exists starting from s.

Proof. Since the environment is deterministic and F (s) = Fpq(s), proposition F.17o applies.
But—-3f € F(s) : Py, (£, y) which varies with ¥, because optimal policies cannot shift. [J

Question F.x74 (How does entropy relate to instrumental convergence?). Is there a formal rela-
tionship between the “degree” of instrumental convergence and the entropy of the distribution
over optimal policy sets induced by reward function distribution D?

F.6 PROPERTIES OF RECURRENT STATE DISTRIBUTIONS

Conjecture Fx7s (In deterministic envs., lim, 1 (1 — y) Fd(s 7) = RSDyq (s5)). In deter-
ministic environments, if f € F;,4(s), then lim, ;1 (1 = »)f(y) € RSDyq (s).

Corollary. In deterministic environments, Pq, (£,1) > 047t € Fna(s).
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Figure F.29: The bifurcated action « is a stochastic transition, where 7'(s2, 4, 53) = % =
T (52, 4, 54). By corollary F.67, navigating from s; — s, induces a non-dominated visit
distribution f. However, its limiting RsD is half s3, half 54 and is therefore dominated.
Po,. (£1) = 0eventhoughf € Frd(s).

Conjecture F.r75 does not hold in stochastic environments; see fig. F.29. Conversely, some
dominated f do limit to non-dominated d € RSD,q (s); for example, consider a state s in a
unichain MDP in which there are dominated f € F (s) but |RSD (x)| =1

Proposition F.r76 (If s’ can reach s deterministically, RSD (s") € RSD (s)).

Proof. Letd”™ € RSD (). Starting from s’, 7 induces state trajectory s's1s . . .. Let 7’ navigate
to a state s, in this trajectory which s can reach in the fewest steps (where s is considered to
“reach” itself in 0 steps); since s can deterministically reach ', this fewest number of steps is finite.
Ve > ko' (s;) = m(s,); d” = d”. 7’ is stationary because it navigates to the state trajectory
in the fewest possible number of steps, and therefore it does not conflict with itself. O

Figure F.30: The bifurcated action « is a stochastic transition, where 7'(s3, 4, 53) = % =
T (s, a, 54). Proposition F.176 does not hold in stochastic environments.

RSD (s)) = = RSD (s3)

-

7N n © o
_ o O O
o = O O
—_ o O O

Remark. Proposition F.176 is not true in some stochastic settings, even if s can reach 5" with
probability 1, since it may be the case that only non-stationary policies navigate to 5" and then
induce the appropriate RSD.
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Lemma F.r77 (Reachability with probability 1 implies uniformly greater average reward). If

max lim P (s reached in the first t steps while following 7 starting froms) =1,  (F.120)

7well t—oo
then VR € RS : Vo worm S 2 Vo o (1)

Proof. Letr € RISIand letd € RSD (5') be such that V2 norm (+/,1) =d'r. Ineq. (F.120),
each limit exists because the probability is monotonically increasing and bounded [0, 1], and
the maximum exists because I is finite. Let 7 maximize eq. (F.120).

7 has probability 1 of eventually reaching s'. Let #7110 implement this strategy until it has
reached s at least once in its history. After the agent has reached state s, 71D is defined so as to
induce d. This is possible because d € RSD (s”). Since y = 1, 71D therefore induces d starting
froms. Therefore, starting from s, a history-dependent policy can achieve V2 norm (s, 1) average
reward for reward function r.

Puterman [68]’s Theorem 6.2.7 shows that when 0 < ¥ < 1in finite MDPs, discounted
optimal value is invariant to restriction to deterministic stationary policies. If s could notinduce
an average reward of at least V' 2 norm (¢, 1) via a stationary policy, but could with a history-
dependent policy, this would contradict Theorem 6.2.7 by the continuity of V5 (57)
ony € [0,1], which is shown by lemma D.45 in Turner et al. [99]. That is, if no such gain-
optimal stationary policy existed, then stationary optimal policies would be strictly worse than
non-stationary optimal policies for y ~ 1. Therefore, when starting from state s, there exists
some stationary policy with average reward of atleast V3 (s, 1). O

Corollary F.r78 (When y = 1, 1D POWER decreases iff RsDs become unreachable). If's can
reach s’ with probability 1, then PowEryp,,, , (5,1) < PowERy,,, , (5 1). If the environment
is deterministic, the inequality is strict iff RSDyq (s") € RSDpq (5).

Proof. Since s can reach s’ with probability 1, lemma F.177 implies that PowErg,  , (s,1) <
PowERrg,_, , (5 1).

Given determinism, proposition F.r76 implies that RSD,4 (s) € RSDygq (s). Then if the
inequality is strict, RSDyq () € RSD,q (s) because POWERp, , (s, 1) is determined by
the availability of non-dominated RsDs by lemma D.s6. If RSDyq (s) € RSDyq (s), the
inequality is strict by proposition 4.28 via ¢ the identity permutation. l

Remark. Corollary F.r78 is false if s can only reach s” with positive probability less than 1. For
example, suppose action 4 is such that 7°(s, 4, shigh) = -5 = T'(5, 4, slow) = .99 and all actions are

equivalent to # atstate s. Further suppose that POWERgy, (5high: 1) > POWERp,, ., (Slow» 1).
Then

1
PowWERp, ., (51) = > POWERp,_, 4 (5high: 1) + PowWERg,__ 4 (Slows 1)
is intermediate between the two values.

Definition F.x79 (Communicating MDP). An MDP is communicating when every state is able
to reach every other state with positive probability.
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Proposition F.x80 (When y = 1in communicating MDPs, POWERq, _ , is equal everywhere).
In communicating MDPs, Vs, s’ : POWER, ., (5,1) = POWERp, ., (5,1).

Proof. Since the MDP is communicating, all states can reach each other with asymptotic proba-
bility 1. Apply corollary F.178 to conclude that PowERr g, , (5 1) = POWERp, , (5,1). T

F.7 Powegr

F.71 THE STRUCTURE OF POWER

Conjecture F.x81 (Graphical characterization of 11D POWER agreement). There exists a graph-
ical condition characterizing when, for all bounded state reward distributions X, states s, s" are
such that Vy € [0,1] : PoWERg, . (5 7) = POWERD, ., (7, 7).

Theorem F.182 (The structure of POWER). Lety € (0, 1) and let Dyyyna induce probability

measure F.
=1 t T
PowErg, . =(1-y) Z y / ((Tw) ej) rdF ().
T freTg(s) Y (F7()2F (57)
(F.r21)
Proof. Suppose y € (0, 1).
Vg SY) = max f7(y) 'rdF(r F.122
Dbound ( 7) 4/5;1pp(‘Db0und) £ E?(;) (7/) ( ) ( )
= / £7(y) "rdF(r) (F.123)
freq (s) Y upp(£7 ()2 F (57))
- / £7(y) "rdF(r) (F.r24)
frediy (s) Y supp (F7(1)2F (57))
oo T
B / Z (VTﬁ)t e | rdF(r) (F.r25)
freTig(s) Y supp (F7(1)2F (5)) \ 1=0
./ Z ( 7T 5) rdF(r) (F.126)
fredig(s) Y supp(£7(1)2F (57)) =0

- Z Z 4 / ((Tﬂ)[ e;)T rdF(r) (F.r27)
freTg(s) =0 7supp(F7(1)2F (7))

- Z 7
t=0

Equation (F.124) follows because optimal value is invariant to restriction to non-dominated
visit distribution functions. Equation (F.125) holds by the definition of a visit distribution
(definition 4.3).

((T”)’ eJ)T rdF(r). (F.128)

£7€Fna(s) /Supp(f”<7>27~“<s,y))
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Equation (F.127) holds by Fubini’s theorem: for a fixed 7, consider the functionf (¢, r | 7) =

A
((}/T”)tej) r. Since X is bounded [z, 4], lf(t, r| 7z)| <ol forallz > 0,r € supp(D).
Sincey € (0,1),

D fer )| dF(r) < i

/ — < 00 (F.r29)
supp(F7(1)=F (7)) oo l-y

Furthermore, for a fixed ¢, f is continuous on r (as the function is linear when ¢ is fixed).
Therefore, f : Zxo X RISl — R is continuous: the preimage of an open set in R is open in
the product topology on the domain, since the standard topology on Z is discrete. Since
f is continuous, it is measurable. Therefore, the conditions of Fubini’s theorem are met.
Equation (F.128) holds because Fy4(s) is finite.

We now show the desired POWER identity.

PowERrq,,., (5 7) (F.130)
1 - 7/ T
= FE | m f(y)—¢) r F.
r~D fe}%é) Y ( (7) ) ] ( 131)

1—y T S / e )
_=rll g ]+ >y (T)ej rdF(r)
4 ( ”Db"““d[ | ; f”e%i(:) supp (£7()27 (7)) ( )
(F.132)

== Z 7/‘1 Z Lpp(fﬂ(y)zf(w)) ((Tﬁ)t e‘)T rdF(x). (F.133)

N )

Equation (F.132) holds by eq. (F.128). Equation (F.133) holds by the fact that the z = 0
summand equals E,.p, [ejTr] ) O

Proposition F.183 (Sufficient condition for POWER being rational on y). If no reward function
has optimal policy shifts and the environment is deterministic, then POWERg,, (5, 7/) isa
rational function ony € (0, 1).

Proof. Lety € (0,1).

POWERD,,,¢ (57) = (1-7) i Y ((T”)t es) " rdF(r)

=1 f7eFna(s)

/SUPP(f”(7) >F(s7))

(F.134)

=(1-y) Z Z yt_lcf. (F.135)
£7EToa(s) 1

Equation (F.134) follows by theorem F.182. In eq. (F.135), let each ¢} be a constant depending
only on 7 and #. Since no optimal policy shifts occur, €7 € F(s) : supp (£7(y) = F(s5 7))

is constant on y. Therefore, the domain of integration is fixed in each inner-summand of
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eq. (F.134), and so the constants ¢/ do not depend on y. Furthermore, F;4(s) is finite and so
we can interchange the summation signs.

Since the environment is deterministic, each f” has entered a cycle at most || steps into the
policy’s trajectory from s. Therefore, (¢f);»|s) is k-periodic for some £ (1 < & < |S]). Then for
each £7, there exists a (k — 1)-degree polynomial 7 such that

Kl },ISI—1
Z YT = L kP”. (F.136)
=K 4
Therefore,
00 IS1-1 00
-1 — _
D= e Y (F.37)
=1 =1 t=[8]
is also rational on y. Since POWERq,  , equals (1 — ) times the sum of finitely many
rational functions, POWERg,_, is also rational. O

Conjecture F.184 (POWERg, (5 ) is piecewise rational on ).

F.7.2 POWER AT ITS LIMIT POINTS

Lemma F.185 (POwWER when y = 0).

Powerg,, ,(50)= E [max dTr] = E [ max dTr]. (F.138)
t~Dpound dQT(J) ~Dipund deTnd(J)
Proof-
PowErRp, ., (50) :=lim E max 17y (F%(y) —e) ¢ (F.139)
bound }/—>0 rNDbound fﬁ,:e?(j) ;/

, T
=lim E max (1-— E [f”" ] r] F.i40
},_)O rNDbound |:f7r,5€?7(j)( 7) 5’~T(5,7Z’(J)) (7/) ( 4 )

, T
©~Dbound ,fﬂ’r}é.%‘z((f) }’E)r(l)( ) s~T(57(s)) ) r} (F141)

= E E A7 F.
r~Dpound 7fﬂ'1;r€1.a(/?)’((5) S’NT(S’”(*‘)) [ej] r:| ( 142)

= E d’ F.
l"‘Dbound _dléljg()i) r:| ( 143)

= E d'rl|. F.
ety |05 ] (F.r44)

Equation (F.144) follows because for all r € RISI, corollary D.16 shows that maxger()d'r =

Remark. The non-strict inequality of lemma F.186 holds for any state reward distribution —
X need not be continuous. However, the strict inequality does require continuity in general.
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Lemma F.186 (Minimal PowERq, ). POWERg, . (5 7) = E [X]. Ify € (0,1), equality
holds {ﬁ|}“(;)| =1

Proof: Lety € (0,1). If |77(5)| = 1, then V. %X_HD (s7) = E[X] # by the linearity of
expectation and the fact that Dy, distributes reward independently and identically across
states according to state distribution X. By lemma D.43,

1 - *
POVVEIK(I)X—HD (_5', 7/) = 77/ (VDX—IID (S’ }/) - E [X]) ’
and so Powerq, . (5 7) = E [X].
Suppose |7:(s)| > 1,and let £ € F(s).

B [X] 7/ T

——= E f F.

1 - }/ I'NDX-IID |:f{’nea{)fg} (7) r:| ( 145)

4 T

< rN%%(-HD f’yg‘%/)éj) f (7) r] (F'I46)
= V.. (57). (F.147)

Let 4 = {f(;/)},B = F(sy). Since |7:(5)| > 1, ND (B) = Fada(sy) > 2 by corol-
lary F.65. Therefore, ND (B) \ 4 is non-empty. Since Dy.yp, is continuous 11D, 3b < ¢ :
(b0)¥ C supp(Dyx.ip) by lemma D.27. Therefore, for ¢ : R — R the identity and ¢
the identity permutation, eq. (F.146) holds by lemma D.26. Equation (F.147) implies that
PowEerg, . (57) > E[X].

In general, eq. (F.146) holds as a non-strict inequality, and so PowERg, . (5, 7) = E [X]
forall y € (0,1). This inequality therefore holds in the limits y — 0 and y — 1. ]

Conjecture F.187 handles the limiting cases of lemma F.186 (minimal POWER).
Conjecture F.187 (Minimal PowErR aty = 0O and y = 1).
L PoweRrg,, (50) = E [X]iff|T(s)] = L
2. Powerg,,,, (51) = E [X]iff[RSD (s)| = 1.
Remark. The non-strict inequality of lemma F.188 holds for any state reward distribution —

X need not be continuous. However, the strict inequality does require continuity in general.

Lemma F.188 (Maximal PowER g, ). POWER®y, (5 ) < E [max of |S| draws from X |.
Ify € (0,1), equality bolds iff s can deterministically reach all states in one step and all states
have deterministic self-loops.

Proof.
< 44 B
POWERg, . (57) < RI~ED g}g:g(R(s )] (F.148)
=E [max of |§| draws fromX] . (F.149)

Equation (F.148) holds by proposition 4.14. Equation (F.149) holds because Dy, is 11D
over states according to state reward distribution X

If Choyre (s) = Sand Vs’ € § 1 5" € Chgyre (s7), then eq. (F.148) is an equality by proposi-
tion 4.14.
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BACKWARD DIRECTION.  Suppose thaty € (0,1). To show that
POWER®, ,, (57) = E [max of || draws from X |

implies that Cheye () = Sand Vs € § ¢ 5" € Chyye ('), we show the contrapositive:
3" €§ 5 & Chyre (5) or s’ ¢ Chgyre (s7) implies that

POWER®, , (57) < E [max of |S| draws from X].

Letf = e + %ej/ be the visit distribution function which would be induced by immedi-

ately navigating to s’ from s and then staying at s". By assumption, this is not currently possible
for some s € §, and so £ would strictly increase the achievable visit frequency on ¢/, starting
from 5. Formally, £ () Tey > maxges(,) £(3) Tey.

Let F*' be the set of visit distribution functions at s which would be made available as a
result of adding deterministic transitions s — 5" and s’ — s'.

1—
PowERpy,, (57) = E | max » L (FG)-e)T f] (F.150)
1 - }/ T
< E max —— (f(y)—e¢]) r F.is1
r~Dyp [feF()UF Y ( (7/) ) ] (Fast)
<E [max of |§| draws fromX] . (F.is2)

Letd = {1‘77 (fG;)—e) | fe 7:(;)},3 - {1‘77 (f() —e) | f e F(s)U F} Since
£ maximizes 5/-visitation frequency, £ (y) ey > maxg. (F6UF O\ {F} f(y)"ey, which im-
plies that £ (y) € ND (B8) \ ND (4). Therefore, ND (B) \ ND (4) is non-empty. Since
Dy .up is continuous 11D, 3b < ¢ : (b, c)|5| C supp(Dy.ip) by lemma D.27. Therefore, for
¢ + R — R the identity and ¢ the identity permutation, eq. (F.151) holds by lemma D.26.

Equation (F.152) follows because proposition 4.14 bounds the POWERq,,  of all valid MmDP
structures. [

Proposition F.189 handles the limiting cases of lemma F.188 (maximal POWER).
Proposition F.189 (Maximal POwER aty = 0 and y = 1).
1. PowErg,  (50)=E [max of |S| draws from X] 1fF Chyyre (5) = S.

2. PowErgy, , (51) = E [max of |S| draws from X | iff's can reach all states with proba-
bilityland Vs € § : 5" € Chyye (5).

Proof. Ttem 1:

P ,0)= E d’ F.
OWERDy,, (50)= E [ Jhax r} (F.s3)
< E max d'r F.is4
r~Dxap | de T(J)U{CIH |5”E§} ( )

209



= E max d'r F.1i55
t~Dx.1p de{e:” |5”€§} ( )
=E [max of |§| draws from X] . (F.156)

Equation (F.153) holds by lemma F.185. Applying lemma D.26 (lemma D.27 guarantees that
b <c: (bl C supp(Dxp)), A = T(s), B = T(s) U{er},g : R — R theidentity
function, and ¢ the identity permutation, eq. (F.154) holds by lemma D.26. Equation (F.1s5)
holds because ND (T(s) U {eju | s € 5}) = {ejn | s € 5} by lemma F.57. Equation (F.156)
holds because reward is 11D across states under Dy ip.

Suppose 35" ¢ Chyyre (5). By the definition of 7'(s) (definition F.5), 3 € § : ey ¢
T(s). Furthermore, e)ey > MAaXge ()0 e[} d'e,, and so e, € {eju | s € 5} =

ND (T(s) U {efu |57 €S }) Therefore, lemma D.26 guarantees that eq. (F.154) is strict.

Therefore, POWERg,  (50) =E [rnax of |§| draws from X ] implies that Chgyre (5) = 8.
Suppose Chgyre (5) = . Then lemma D.26 guarantees that eq. (F.154) is an equality, and so
Chgure (s) = § implies that POWERg,,, (5,0) = E [max of |§| draws from X ]
Item 2 follows by applying the above reasoning with RSD (s) in place of 7'(s), substituting
in the fact that e € 7'(s) ift s can reach s” with probability 1 and 5" € Chgyre (57). O

Conjecture F.xg9o (Lower bound on current POWER based on next-step expected reward).

POWER(Dbound (5’ 7) > (1 - 7) mﬂaX j’NYI%j,d), [R(S )] + }/Hizin5/~;%_;)d) [POWER(Dbound (S’ ;/):I :
R~Dhound

Lemma F.x9r (When y = 0, having similar children implies equal PowERrg, ). Suppose
D C T4 (s) issimilar to Tyq (s'). Then POWER, , (50) > POwERp, . (§,0). If D C

/

Thd (5), then Jy* : Yy € [0, %) : PowERg,,, (5, 7) > POWERD,,, (5, 7).
Proof. Suppose T4 (s) = ¢ - D, where ¢ .

p ,0)= E d’ F.
OWER D (5 ) r~Dy.up [dgiﬁf) r] ( 157)
> E [max dTr] (F.158)
r~‘DX_HD deD
= E Pid)" F.
e max(Pyd) r] (F.159)
= POWERq,, (s, 0). (F.160)

Equation (F.157) follows by lemma F.185. Equation (F.159) follows because reward is assumed
to be 11D over states. If D C 7,4 (5), non-domination ensures that the child distributions
of Thd (5) \ D are strictly greedily optimal for a positive measure set of reward functions. In
this case, eq. (F.158)’s inequality is strict; strict inequality holds for = 0 by the continuity of
POWERq, ., (v, 7) ony (lemma 4.13). ]
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N _ _ s y /
Proposition F.x92 (PowER achieves ordinal equilibrium as y — 1). Lez s zPOWER‘Dbmnd

. N4 :
when POWERp,,, , (5, ;/) > PowERp,,, , (J' g ;/). Iy Vye (1) ZPOWER%OW is constant.

Proof. Consider two states s and 5. By the Lipschitz continuity of POWER on y (lemma 4.13)
and the fact that the domain is bounded y € [0, 1],

Sgn (POWER(Dbound (5’ 7) - POWER(Dbound (Sl’ 7/))

changes value finitely many times on y € [0, 1]. There are only finitely many such pairs of
states, and so the result follows. O

Conjecture F.193 (States with different POWERg, _, functions are equal for finitely many y).

F.7.3 STATES WHOSE POWER CAN BE IMMEDIATELY DETERMINED

Corollary F.194 (Delay linearizes POWER). Let s, . . ., s¢ be such that for all i < €, Ch(s;) =
{six1}. Then PoWERD, (50, ;/) = Zle ;/"_1 Er-p [R(s,-)] + )/POWER(DXW (5(, ;/).

Proof. Tteratively apply lemma D.46 ¢ times. Equality must hold, as each s; can only reach
Si+l1- [

Remark. For Dy p, the Zle 7/_1 Er~Dyro [R(s,‘)] term in corollary F.194 simplifies to
(1-7)E[X].

Deterministic delay is a special case of a more general principle.

Definition F.1g95 (State reachability by time 7). REACH(s, ¢) is the set of states which s can
reach in exactly ¢ steps with positive probability.

Definition F196 (Time-uniform states). In deterministic environments, a state s is zZme-

uniform when Ve > 0,5,5” € REACH(s, ¢) : 5" and s” can either reach the same states in one

step, or they can only reach themselves.

Lemma F.x97 (If s is reachable from a time-uniform state s, then s’ is time-uniform).

Proof. This follows directly from definition F.196. O

Proposition F.198 (Time-uniform POWER bound). If's is time-uniform, then either all tra-
Jectories simultaneously enter 1-cycles or no trajectory ever enters a 1-cycle. Furthermore,

POWER®,,, (57) = UNIFPOWER(s, y)

=0-y) Z ;/_1 E [max of |REACH(5, t)| draws from X] .
=1
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(a) (b)

Figure F3r: States of the same color have the same children. For X uniform:
Powergp,,, () = (1 - 7)(3 + -7/) + 572 and POWERq,,, (2,7) =
1—

_;’ (_ +3y+ 3+ 1+ 7/4)) by proposition F.198.

Proof. Suppose s is time-uniform. The fact that all trajectories simultaneously enter 1-cycles or
no trajectory ever enters a 1-cycle, follows directly from definition F.196.

Starting from s, suppose all policies enter a 1-cycle at timestep £ (if no policy enters a 1-cycle,
k = o0). Consider any reward function R. The agent starts at timestep 0. At timestep ¢ < £,
its optimal policy selects greedily from |REACH(J, t+ 1)| choices. Atz > k, the agent is in the
best of |REACH(.Y, t)| 1-cycles. O

Proposition F.199 (PowERg, = bounds).
0 < E [X] < PowERrgy,,, (57) < UNIFPOWER(s, y) < E [max of |S| draws from X] <1

Proof. E [max of |§| draws from X ] < 1 because X is a continuous distribution on the
unit interval; similarly for 0 < E[X]. PowERq,,, (57) < UNIFPOWER(s, y) because
for each reward function and at each time step ¢, the agent can (at best) enter the highest-
reward state from REACH(s, #). The other inequalities follow directly from lemma F.186 and
lemma F.188. ]

Corollary F.200 (Time-uniformity implies no optimal policy shifts). The optimal trajectory
cannot shift at time-uniform states.

Proof. Apply theorem F.128. OJ

F.7.4 RECURSIVE POWER COMPUTATION

In general, Vg, (5, 7) can be computed by solving for |74 (s)| convex polytopes (the opti-
mality supports, definition F.79) and integrating the average on-policy value:

V s (57) = £(y)TrdF(r). (F.161)

feFaa(5) /Supp(f (N2F (7))
However, the optimality supports and the corresponding integrals may be difficult to com-

pute. In certain “tree-like” environments, we can compute POWERq,_ , via dynamic pro-
gramming.
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Definition F.2o01 (Support of a set of visit distributions). Let ¥ C F(s). supp(F) :=
{J' | 3f € F: (£(S) —e) ey > 0} is the set of states s’ visited with positive probability by
somef € F.

Definition F.202 (Reward independence). Let £ F' € F(s). F Lo, I” (read “F and I’

are reward independent under D,,,”) when Vs € supp(F),s” € supp(F”’), the reward at s is
independent of the reward at 5" under Dpy.

oy
)
oy

Figure F.32: Let distribution X, have cpF F,(v) = vonv € [0,1] and distribution X,
have cpF Fj(v) == v* on v € [0, 1]. Suppose the reward function distribution D’ is such
that R(s1), R(s3) ~ X, R(s2) ~ Xj. Then theorem F.203 shows that POWERgy (50, 7) =

1 1
/0 vd—i(v-vz-v)zfo 4v4dv=§.

Theorem F.203 (Factored POWER computation). Let D’ be a probability distribution over
reward functions, with probability measure F'. Let F L. FFC Fnd(5) be pairwise reward
independent under D', where \J; F' = Fnd(s). For each F* and any y* € (0,1), define the
random mrz’ozbleX;* ‘= maxgeps %(f(y*) —¢)'r | r~ D with corF FX;*. Then for any

y € [0,1],
ﬂFx;* (v)

Proof. Define the random variable X; ‘= max; X; with cDF FX;. Consider X{;, Xf, where
J # k. We have

PowERgy (s, y) = lim (1 - 7") / vd . (F.162)
Vot -0

X = max y £ —¢e) x| r~D (F.163)
Xf = max y () —e)Tr|r~D. (F.164)

For eachs; € supp(F), s € supp(Fk), the random variable R, | R ~ 7 is independent
of the random variable R;, | R ~ D’ because we assumed £/ L qy F* (definition F.202). Then
any random variable corresponding to a linear combination L; := gesupp(F) 4R (57) (where
a; € R)is also independent of each random variable R, | R ~ D’. Furthermore, any such Z;
is independent of any linear combination Z; = )] sesupp(Fh) 4k R (sz), where 2, € R.
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But each }/'l(f}(}/) — €)' ris precisely such a linear combination. So X; = max, L,, Xf =
max, L,,, whereeach L,, := y (f; () —e,) "risindependent of each L,, = y 1 (£(y)—e)r.
So X{, andX;f are independent under 7. Therefore, Vv € R : Fy; (v) =11, FX;'(ZJ).

Vo (sy) = / max f(y) r dF(r) (F.165)
supp(D’) fefnals)

= E [R(s)| + f(y) —e) r dF' (r F.166

Ep [RO)] 7j£mx®qf£%ﬁ07 (F() —e)Tr dF'(r)  (Face)

= R]~E‘D [R(s)] + ;// vdFXy*(v) (F.167)

= B [R(5)] +7 / ]—[FXZ(U) (F.168)

Equation (F.165) follows from the definition of average optimal reward (definition 4.11) and the
fact that restricting maximization to Fy4 leaves optimal value unchanged for all reward func-
tions by definition 4.6. Equation (F.167) follows from the definition of Fy;. Equation (F.168)
follows from the factorization FX; =11, FX;, proved above.

Then since y € (0, 1),

POWERgy (s, %) = i (VD,(J y) — E [R(.f)]) (F.169)

(hw/ [ 15|

Equation (F.169) follows from definition 4.12. Equation (F.170) follows from eq. (F.168).
Since POWERgy is Lipschitz continuous on y € [0, 1] (lemma 4.13) and since eq. (F.170)
holds for all ¥ € (0, 1), the result holds in the limits and therefore holds for all y € [0,1]. [

(F.r70)

F.7.5 COMPLEXITY OF ESTIMATING POWER AND OPTIMALITY PROBABILITY

Proposition F.204 (PowER sampling bounds). Let y € [0,1], D’ be a reward function
distribution which is bounded [b, c]'S, s be a state, and ¢ > 0. For the random variable

=P , * / /
L = LN Bortuai ) | Vi (57) | for 1m0 drsus Ry R, ~ DD,

2
2
XPOWERrD/ 1

Y — POwWERgy (5 y)‘ > 5) < 2e D2, (F.171)

Proof. Normalized optimal value for each R; is bounded [5, ¢]. Since the draws R; ~ O are
independent, apply Hoeftding’s inequality. O

Atany fixed discount rate ¥ € [0, 1), an optimal value function can be computed in time
polynomial in |§] and |c4| (via e.g. value iteration [49]). Therefore, proposition F.204 shows
that when y € [0, 1), POWERp,__ , can be efficiently approximated with high probability.
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Conjecture F.205 (POWER can be efficiently computed).

We show a similar result for optimality probability, except proposition F.206 does not require
a bounded reward function distribution.

Proposition F.206 (Optimality probability sampling bounds). Lery € [0,1], F € F(s),

Dany .

P
and ¢ > 0. For the random variable X, = % 2i=1 LSfeF: £ is oprimal for R; at y J0 1ID draws

Rl; ) Rn ~ Dﬂny

=P, —2ne?
Rl;...,R}f““Da”)/ (Xi'l - PDM'V (E 7) - g) s 2 (F.I72)
-P
Proof. X, P is an unbiased estimator of PDmy (£ 7) and it is bounded [0, 1]. Since the draws
R; ~ Dyny are independent, apply Hoeftding’s inequality. O

Conjecture F.207 (Optimality probability can be efficiently computed).

F.7.6 HowPOWER RELATES TO EMPOWERMENT

Definition F.208 (7-step reachable states). Let REACH e (5, £) be the set of states which are
reachable from state s with probability 1 in exactly ¢ time steps.

Conjecture F.209 (A function of the number of reachable states lower-bounds POWER). Let
S; € REACH e (5 ) be those states only reachable in exactly ¢ steps. For any y € [0, 1],

PowERrg, ., (57) = (1 -(1- ;/);/_1) E [X]+(1-y)y " E [max of |S;| draws from X|.
(F.173)

@)

|

O

Figure F.33: The POWERp,  expansion of theorem F.182 can have summands less than

E [X].

The caption of fig. F.33 is justified because

1

= 1o E [max of 2 draws from X] + ¥ E [min of 2 draws from X] |.
Y

POWERD, ., (51, 7)

Although fig. D.r demonstrates how information-theoretic empowerment fails to capture im-
portant non-local information about the agent’s control over the environment, POWERp,
and empowerment are not unrelated. As Salge et al. [76] remark, “In a discrete deterministic
world empowerment reduces to the logarithm of the number of sensor states reachable with
the available actions.” Conjecture F.210 reflects the fact that an agent can at least choose from
the highest-reward reachable state after 7 steps.
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Conjecture F.210 (A function of empowerment lower-bounds PowERg, ). If the envi-
ronment is deterministic and contains an absorbing state, then for any y € [0, 1],

POWER(Dbound ('f’ }/) Z

sup (1 -(1- ;/)7/_1) E[X]+ (- 7);/’_1 E [max of 2% draws fromX] . (F.r74)

t>1

Proof. Suppose the environment is deterministic and let y € [0, 1]. Let # be a positive inte-
ger. By Equation 4.15 of Salge et al. [76], €,(s) = log, |REACHSure (s t)| (given deterministic
dynamics). Since the environment contains an absorbing state, apply conjecture F.209 to
conclude that

PowERrgp, (5 7) = (1 -(1- ;/);/t_l) E [X] +(1—;/);/‘_1 E [max of 2%©) draws from X | .

Since ¢ was arbitrary, POWERp,  , (5, ;/) must be greater than the supremum over such
t. L]

Figure F.34 shows that this inequality would be tight.

g

o

Figure F34: POWERg,_, (51, 7) = (1—7) E [max of 2 draws from X]+y E [X] by propo-
sition F.198. Since € (s) = 1, the inequality of conjecture F.210 would be tight.

F.8 POWER-SEEKING

Question F.21x (Probability of PowER-seeking being incentivized). Seeking POWER is not
always more probable under optimality, but we have shown sufficient conditions for when it is.
We believe that this relationship often holds, but it is impossible to graphically characterize

&L

Figure F.3s5: Policies which go right are PowErg, -secking: Vy € (0,1]

POWERq,,, (53,7) > POWERD, . (52, ) by lemma F.186 and proposition 4.28. However,
for X’ with cpF F(x) = x? on the unit interval, P“DX'_HD (51, up, .12) = .91. For Dy 1p and
at y = 0.12, it is more probable that optimal trajectories go up through s,, which has less
PowErg,,

-1p *
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when it holds (proposition D.1). For some suitable high-entropy joint distribution over MDP
structures (e.g. Erdés—Rényi), state reward distributions X, starting states s, and future states
s', with what probability is seeking POWERp, __ , ats" more probable under optimality, given
that the agent starts at s?

F.8.1 ORDERING POLICIES BASED ON POWER-SEEKING

POowWERq,,, ,-secking is not a binary property: it’s not true that a policy either does or doesn’t
seek POWERp,_ ;. The POWERp,  ,-seeking definition (definition 4.16) accounts for the
fact that 7 might seek a lot of POWERg, __ , at s but not seek much PowERrq, , at s (sec-
tion F.8.1) and that a policy 7 may seek POoWERq, , for one discount rate but not at another
(section F.8.2).

The PowErg, _,-seeking definition (definition 4.16) implies a total ordering over actions
based on how much PowERq,_, they seek at a fixed state s and discount y.

s 5y 5y '
Definition F.212 (ZPOWER@bmd-seek)' R when
E [POWERDbound (S,’ 7/)] = E [POWERDbOUnd (S/’ }/)] : (FI7S)
s'~T (s,a) s'~T(s,a")

Action a maximally/minimally secks POWER, . atsand y when itis a maximal/minimal

element of >/

“PowErp, -seek”

Figure F.37 illustrated how POWERq,  ,-seeking depends on y. Figure F.36 shows how a
policy might maximally seek POWERq, _, ats but then minimally seek POowERg,  , ats;
therefore, many policy pairs aren’t comparable in their POWERg,  ,-seeking.

o oNr
é?;% 0

Figure F.36: If 7(s;) = right,z(s;) = down, then Vy € [0,1], 7 maximally seeks
PowERg, . ats; but minimally seeks POWERq, . ats. Justasaconsumer earns money in
order to spend it, a policy may gain POWERq, . in order to “spend it” to realize a particular
trajectory.

Ultimately, we’re interested in the specific situations in which a policy seeks “a lot” of
PowERqp,,,.,» not whether the policy seeks POWERp,  , “in general.” Even so, we can still
formalize a good portion of the latter concept. Definition F.213 formalizes the natural POwWER-
seeking preorder over the policy space I1.

. . > >, 5)
Definition F.213(2§7 ). ™ >57 7 whenVs € § : 7(s) >/
PowErgpy d-seek PowErgpy -seek PowErg, d—seek
7 (5).
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Proposition F.214 (>§’7

Zpowerg,, is a preorder on II).

i -seek

S . . .. . . e
Proof. =, ’ is reflexive and transitive because of the reflexivity and transitivity of
OWERp, -seek
O

. S
the total ordering ZP};WER@ seck’
bound

Proposition F.215 (Existence of a maximally PowErg, _,-seeking policy). Lety € [0,1].
Sy
>

Z bﬂ.f ﬂg?‘eﬂffit €1€ment.
Powerg, . -seck

Proof. Construct a policy 7 such that Vs : 7(s) € argmax, Ey-7(,,) [PowErg, ., (+,7)]-
This is well-defined because <A1 is finite.

F.8.2 SEEKING POWER AT DIFFERENT DISCOUNT RATES

Figure F.37 shows that at any given state, the extent to which an action seeks POWERp,
depends on the discount rate. Greedier optimal policies might tend to accumulate short-term
PowERq,, ., (7.e. POWERg, ., (5, ¥) fory ~ 0), while Blackwell optimal policies might tend
to accumulate long-term POWERg,_, (/.. POWERD, (5 ¥) fory ~ 1).

Lemma F.216 (POWERp,_, , bounds when y = 0). Let X" be any bounded distribution over R.

E [max of |Ch5m (s)| draws from X'] (F.176)
<PoWERq,,, (50) (F.177)
<E [max of |Cb (5)| draws from X'] . (F.r78)

Proof. The left inequality holds because restricting policies to deterministic action at s can-
not increase POWERq,, (5, 0). The right inequality holds because at best, greedy policies
deterministically navigate to the child with maximal reward. O]

-11ID

Definition F.2r7 (Children). The children of state s are Ch(s) := {5’ | da:T(s5,a,5) > 0}.

Proposition F.218 (When y = 0 under local determinism, maximally PowERrg,  -seeking
actions lead to states with the most children). Let X” be a nondegenerate distribution on R.
Suppose all actions bhave deterministic consequences at s and its children. For each action a,
let s, be such that T'(s, a,5,) = 1. POWERD,, (5, 0) = max,e.s POWERD,, (5., 0) #ff
|C/a (s4)| = max, e |C/o (sdr)|.

Proof. Apply the bounds of lemma F.216; by the assumed determinism, Ch (s,) = Chgyre (54)
and so POWERg,, (5, 0) = E |max of |Ch (sﬂ)| draws from X ] (similarly for each s,).
E [max of |Ch (sﬂ)| draws from X | is strictly monotonically increasing in |Cb (sﬂ)l by the
non-degeneracy of X. [

Figure F.37 illustrates proposition F.218 and proposition F.219.

Proposition F.219 (When y = 1, staying put is maximally POwER-secking). Suppose Ja €
A T(sa,5) =1 Wheny =1, aisa maximally POWERD,  -secking action at states.
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Figure F37: When y ~ 0, PowERg, , (52,7) < POWERg,,, (53,7), and so down
seeks POWERp, =~ compared to up and stay (proposition F.218). When y = 1, up seeks
POWERg,,, compared to down: POWERg, . (2,7) > POWERg, . (53,7) (proposi-
tion 4.28). However, stay is maximally POWERp, -seeking when y = 1, as demanded
by proposition F.219.

Proof. Staying put via action 4 has an expected POWER of POWERy, (5, 1). By lemma D.46,
POWERp,,,., (5 1) > max, By 7(,0) [POWERD,, ., (55 7)] O

When y = 1, proposition F.219 implies that the agent cannot expect that any action will
increase its POWERp, ;.

F.9 ATTAINABLE UTILITY DISTANCE

Consider Definition 1 of Turner et al. [98]:

Definition F.220 (Aup reward function). Consider an MDP (§, ¢4, T, R, ) with state space
S, action space A, transition function 7" : § X4 — A(S), reward function R : § Xed — R,
and discount factor y € [0,1). Let A > 0and @ € 4, and let R, C RS be a finite set of
auxiliary reward functions.

Ryunls.4) = R(s) - |7<,| \QR (50) = Qi (5 2)]. (F179)

The following results provide intuition about how the AUP penalty term works in general.
We first formalize a distance metric which is tightly linked to the AUuP penalty term [97, 98].

Definition F.221 (Attainable utility distance 45}). Let D be a bounded continuous distri-
bution over reward functions bounded [0, 1], with probability measure F. With respect to

D and discount rate y € [0, 1), the attainable utility distance between state distributions
AN € AS) s

x|
RS

Each expectation can be interpreted as the Q-value of an action. With respect to reward
function distribution D, d,, returns the expected advantage magnitude for one action over
another.

E Vi) - E Vi ()] dFR). (F.180)
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Proposition F.222 (4] is a distance metric on A(§)).
Proof. For A, N, A" € A(S):
L dy (AN |y)>0.
AV (AN |y) = 0iff A=A
3. diY (AN | y) =diy (N, A ] y).
4. AV (AN | y) <dy (AN |y)+dy (A A | y).

Properties 1 and 3 are trivially true. Property 2 follows from lemma F.105. For property 4,

dAU ( A’ | }/) /Rs (;QEA [V; (.Y, 7/)] — j,iEA’ [V;s (5/’ 7)]) + (F_ISI)
( E RG] = B 7R 6" y)]) dF(R).
< [ B il g rivoaews  me
L 2, tienljscn
= A (AN | y) +d (AL A 1), (F183)

]

Restricting d%j to degenerate probability distributions yields a distance metric over the state
space.

Viewing the designer as sampling auxiliary reward functions from distribution D, the Aup
penalty term is the Monte Carlo integration of 1y - d¢} (T(sa), T(s ) |7):

RieR,
A . )
:|Ry’| R;‘R, sa~T (s4) [VR" (jd)] - JQ~EL®) [VR" (J@)]' (F-185)

Insofar as the Monte Carlo integration approximates dﬁg’ , the attainable utility distance sheds
light on the attainable utility penalty term in eq. (F.179). For example, we want to penalize side
effects, but not smaller changes, such as easily reversible movement. Corollary F.227 guarantees

this.

Lemma F.223 (Statewise AU distance inequality).
gy (A, A | y) < Ejeayen [d‘g (es e | 7/)]
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Proof.

dg (A A |y) = /R JE RG] = E 7RG 7)]‘dF(R) (F.186)
: /R LB Ry =Rl dE@®) (Fa87)

:~A: ~A [/ |V (57 )|] dF(R) (F.188)

s~ AI;E A |45 (esev | 7/)] (F.189)

Equation (F.187) holds by the triangle inequality. Equation (F.188) holds by the linearity of
expectation. [

. . ’ . 1
Lemma F.224 (Statewise AU distance upper bound). Vs, s" : 47 (es e | y) < e
Proof. Because optimal value is bounded [0, 7] gy (en ey | 7) < L}, The equality holds

iff for almost all R € supp(D), V', (s7) == and Ve (/) = 0, or vice versa. But because

D is continuous, s’ must induce positive optlmal value for a positive measure set of reward
functions. O

Corollary F.225 (AU distance upper bound). 427 (AN |y) <=

Lemma F.226 (One-step reachability bounds average difference in optimal value). Let Dpyyng
be bounded b, c] and lety € [0,1). If s and s’ can reach each other with probability 1 in one step,

then Ex.p,,,,, H Valsy)=Vilshy) H < ¢ = b, with strict inequality if Dypoyna s continuous.

Proof. By Proposition 1of Turner et al. [98] and because each R € supp(Dhpound) is bounded
e[V 67) = Vi (5)| < -t = o

Suppose Dyound is continuous; then & < ¢. For equality to hold, it must be the case that for
almost all R € supp(Duound)> ‘V I (5, ;/) -V (J’, ;/)) = ¢ — b. Because we assumed that such

sand s” can reach each other in one step, this implies that for almost all such R, either R(s) =
and R(s") = ¢, or vice versa. This would imply that Dyoung has a discontinuous marginal
reward distribution for these states, which is impossible if Dpoung is continuous. Then the
inequality is strict if Dpound is continuous. L]

The following result also applies to the AUP penalty term for any R  over reward functions

bounded [0, 1].

Corollary F.227 (Movement penalties are small). Ler A # A'. Suppose that all states in the
support of A can deterministically reach in one step all states in the support of N, and vice versa.
Then 0 < d3§ (AN |y) <L
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Proof. 0 < d%j (A, A | 7) by proposition F.222.

ay (AN |y) < :~AJ;E;~A' [d?DU (en ey | ;/)] (F.190)
<L (F.191)

Equation (F.190) holds by lemma F.223. For eq. (F.191), apply lemma F.226 to conclude that
dgy (ej, e | ;/) < 1for each such s, 5. Therefore, 43} (A, A | ;/) <1. O

Aup penalizes both seeking and decreasing POWERp,  ,, compared to the null action.

Proposition F.228 (Change in expected PowER lower-bounds 437).

deU (A’ A/ | }/) Z A_LEA I:V‘*Dbound (J’ }/):l - ,r’EEA' I:V‘*Dbomﬁd (J,’ 7)] ‘ : (F'I92')
Proof.
AU ’ — * —
dy (AN 1y) = E NE [ViGy)] - E [Vz H (F.193)
> E | E [Vx (57)] - , EA’ ‘ (F.194)
= 5,1\,EA I:V*Dbound (5) 7/):| - Ir,IVEA [ Dbound :” (F.I9S)
Equation (F.194) follows by the reverse triangle inequality. O

While we conjectured that AUP penalizes green cell disruption because it decreases POWER,
Turner etal. [97]’s Correction gridworld showed that AuP also penalizes increases in POWER.
F.9.1 UrPER-BOUNDING AU DISTANCE BY VARIATION DISTANCE

Proposition F.229 shows that 43} is upper-bounded by the maximal TV between the visit
distributions of s and s’. As fig. F.38 shows, if their visit distributions are “forced to overlap,”
dgy must be relatively small.

Figure F.38: Forall D’ bounded [0, 1], 4%} (e, €,, | ) < 1by proposition F.229, since for
any 7 € IL, 71 € F(51), £ € JF(52) only disagree on the initial state.
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Proposition F.229 (AU distance upper-bounded by maximal variation distance of visit distri-
butions). Let D' be any reward function distribution which is bounded [b, | and let y € [0, 1).

S (AN | y) < (c—b) maxzen TV (E;~A [fm(}’)] » Bgnr [fﬁ’!’ (7’)] )

Proof.
a1y = 5 |5 V)] - 2 17| (F.196)
= E ||max (;g 0] - B [f%)]) ] (F197)

1
< E |max-—
R~D | zell 2

E[f()] - E |[F 0]

(c— b)] (F.198)
1

= (c— 7,8 75"
= (c= ) max TV (3 0], B | <7>]). (F159)

Equation (F.197) uses a single max because all optimal policies 7 € IT* (R, y) induce the same
optimal value function. For each r € supp(D’) with 7 € IT* (R, ¥), consider the difference

vector d := B, [f()] = Ey-n [fw’(y)]. Since r is bounded [4, c],

when r assigns ¢ reward to the positive entries of d, & reward to the negative entries, and ¢
reward to the zero entries.
Since we always have ||f™(y) ||1 = # by proposition D.8, the negative and positive entries

dTr| is maximized

. Lastly, we maximize

of d both have measure equal to % HESNA [f”"(;/)] —Byp [fm’ (7)]

1
over all possible 7z € I1. Then eq. (F.198) follows.

Equation (F.199) follows because

V| E [4()], B | (7)]) -1 HPA 0] - & [0

1

]

Proposition F.229 shows that no matter the bounded O, some states a/ways must be close
in AU distance.

Conjecture F.230 (Proposition F.229 can be extended to only account for policies which
induce non-dominated visit distribution functions).

Corollary F.231 (Average optimal value difference is bounded by maximum visit distribution
distance). Let D' be any reward function distribution which is bounded b, c] and lety € [0, 1).

Vi (57) = Vi (7)) < (= D) max TV (€5 (), £ (). (F.200)

Ve (57) = Ve (5 ;/)| < di (esev | y).
By proposition F.229, %5, (e, e | 7) < (¢ — b) maxzen TV (fm(V); fm/(}’))- u

Proof. By proposition F.228,
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F.9.2 AU DISTANCE FOR DISCOUNT RATES CLOSE TO I

Definition F.232 (Normalized dﬁ}; ). Lety € [0,1), A, A" € A(S), and let D be a bounded
continuous reward function distribution.

AU (AN | y) = (1= p)diY (AN ] 7). (F.201)

Note that this normalization is order-preserving and d5,,"*™ (A, A | y) € [0, 1]. Proposi-

AU,nOrm D
d‘D

tion F.233 demonstrates that extends to ¥ = 1 via the appropriate limit.

Proposition F.233 (For any bounded reward function distribution 0, dg5,""™ (-, - | 7) is
Lipschitz continuous on y € [0, 1]).

Proof. By lemma D.4s, lim,«,,, (1 — y*) V' (s, %) is Lipschitz continuous on y € [0, 1], with
Lipschitz constant depending only on ||r||;. Let ¥ € (0,1), A, A" € A (S§). Since expectation,
subtraction, and absolute value preserve Lipschitz continuity under some bounded Lipschitz
constant, we conclude the Lipschitz continuity of

A 5~

dip™ ™ (AN | 7) = (1=7) RLE@,[JEE Ve n)] - E 7 (5’#)]”- (F.202)

AU,norm
d?)

By the above continuity, we can extend to ¥ = 1 via the appropriate limit. O]

Corollary F.234 (43 is continuous on y € [0, 1)).

Proof. By definition F.232, d3) (~, - 7) = 1 gavnom (.J - 7,).

1-y™D
.. AU,nOrm . . O |
By proposition F.233, do; (- | ) is continuous on y € [0, 1), as is = The space of
continuous functions is closed under pointwise multiplication. O

Remark. By the continuity of 4%, if A, A’, A” € A(S) are such that d‘g’norm (AN ]1) >
d‘;;’norm (A, A" | 1), then for all y sufficiently close to 1, 457 (A, A | ;/) >dy) (A, A" | 7/).

For proposition F.235 and proposition F.236, we use the following shorthand: for any
Sat 5253 € 8, Dy i= RSDyy (527), Dy := RSDyq (s,), Dy == RSDyq (S@).

Proposition F.235 (Losing access to RSDs increases d;;’norm). If Dy € D, C Dg, then
d‘g’mrm (e;g, e | 1) < d‘g’mrm (ejg, e, | 1). 1If D, C D,, then the inequality is strict.

Proof.

dF(r) (F.203)

maxd'r— maxd"r
deDy d’eD,

AU,nOrm _
dg, (ejg, e, | 1) = /
RISI

< / max d'r — max d'"r|dF(r) (F.204)
RISI [deDy d’eD,
(e e, 11). (F.205)
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Equation (F.203) holds by the definition of RsDs (definition 4.26). Since D, € D,,, for all
reward functions r € RIS,

. (F.206)

maxd'r— max d''r
deDy d’eD,s

maxd'r— max d’ "¢ <

deDgy d’eD,

If D,» € D,, by proposition D.2s, D assigns positive measure to the set of reward functions
for which some d” € D, \ D, is strictly gain-optimal. Therefore, eq. (F.206) is strict for a
positive measure set of reward functions, and so eq. (F.204) holds. ]

S,

Qﬁ»o—»@

Figure F.39: Aty = 1, all other states are “equally distant” from s because they each can
only access a single 1-cycle RsD. By proposition F.236, Vs',s” # s : dg""™ (e, es |1) =
g™ (e, e | 1).

Proposition F.236 (Losing access to similar RsDs implies equal 45,"*™). IfD,,, D, € Dy,
if some Dy, € D, is similar to D, and zf”Da/ —Dg \ Dy||, :ﬂDmb — Dg \ Dmb”1 =2,

then d""™ (ejg, e | 1) <dy"™" (ejg, e, | 1). If Dy, C D, then the inequality is strict.

Proof. Let ¢ be the guaranteed state permutation such that ¢ - Dy, = D, Define

#(s) if s visited by d € Dyyp,
#'(s) = ¢_1 (s) ifsvisitedbyd € D, (F.207)

$ else.

By the ||-||; assumption, ¢’ is a well-defined permutation.

dg"om (e,g, e, | 1) = E || max d'r— maxdr (F.208)
r~ deDgy d’eD,
< E ||maxd'r— max d''r (F.209)
r~D dEDg d/eDsub
= E@ max d'r’ — max d'r’ (F.210)
r~ deDy d/GDa/
=dg"m (e;g, e | 1) . (F.2m)

Equation (F.208) holds by the definition of RsDs (definition 4.26). Equation (F.209) holds
by proposition F.23s, with strict inequality if Dy, & D,.
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Letg(by, b2) = |by — ba|andlet f(By, By | D) = Erop [g (maxd@g1 d'r, ), maxqep, dTr].
Then lemma D.22 shows that f (Dg, Dy, | D) = f(¢'(Dg), ¢’ (Dsub) | ¢ (D)).

By the [|-l; assumption, ¢/(Dsub) =Dy, ¢/(Da/) = Dqub, and ¢/ (DQ \ (D U Dsub)) =
Dy \ (D U Dgyp) by eq. (F.207). Then ¢'(Dg) = Dg. Since D distributes reward identically
across states, ¢’ (D) = D. We thus conclude that / (Dg, Dy, | D) = f(Dg, D, | D), and
so eq. (F.210) follows. O

Proposition F.237 (AUP penalty sampling bounds). Lety € [0, 1], D’ be a reward function
distribution which is bounded [b, c| IS 5 be a state, a, @ be actions, and ¢ > 0. For reward

. RiRy| o 1
Junctions Ry, ..., Ry, define |AQ, 757" | = QR norm (say) - QR norm (s 2,7) )

1y
n =1

Ri,....R
‘AQS,;,Q !

_ d,:!DU,,?lorm (T(S; 5{), T(S; Q) | 7/)

_ 2ne?
P >e| <2 07, (F.2r2)
Ry, Ry~D

Proof. Normalized optimal Q-value is bounded [, c], and so the absolute difference is bounded
[0, ¢ = &]. Since the draws R, ~ D’ are independent, apply Hoeftding’s inequality. [

F.io PROPORTIONAL REGRET

We formalize a relaxed variant of worst-case regret minimization which accounts for the hu-
man’s ability to later correct the robot. We show a common-sense no-free lunch theorem:
without any way of learning about the true reward function, no policy can do better than
losing half of its value in the worst-case. This result underscores the importance of thinking
carefully about what objective we wish to give the agent, and ensuring it can gather enough
information about our preferences.

We also show that even when the human may later communicate the true reward function
to the robot, it is often impossible to meaningfully minimize worst-case regret. In particular,
this occurs when the agent is forced to make an irreversible decision early on.

Regan & Boutilier [71] select policies which minimize worst-case regret against a set of
feasible reward functions. We show that when this feasible set is large enough, worst-case regret
minimization is infeasible if the agent cannot learn more about the true objective.

Regan & Boutilier [72] quantify regret as the decrease in value from following a suboptimal
policy 7 V¥ (s 7) — Vi (s 7). However, while optimal policies are invariant to positive
rescaling of the reward function, absolute regret is not: starting from state s, if 7 induces 1
regret for reward function R, then 7 induces 10 regret for 10R! The relative regret [39] of a

. . Vilsy)=V"(syp) . . . . .
policy 7 is %, but the denominator is not invariant to translation of the reward
HE

function.
We propose a regret metric which quantifies the proportion of attainable value lost by fol-
lowing a suboptimal policy.

Definition F.238 (Minimal value). V}gnin (s, }/) ‘= mingen Vg (sy)=-V JER (5, 7).
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Definition F.239 (Proportional regret). Letsbeastateand let 7 be a policy, R € RS,y € [0, 1].
The proportional regret of following policy 7 is
V}JZQ, norm (J’ Y ) - Vg,norm (5’ 7)

R

. . (F.213)
VR, norm (5, 7/) - V]rer,nrlllorm (’f’ }/)

PROPREGRET (7 | R, 5,7) =

PROPREGRET is defined to be 0 when the denominator is 0, as no policy can incur regret
for R starting from s under such conditions. In particular, this occurs when y = 0 in our
state-based reward setting: Reward from other states is discounted away, and so all policies are
optimal. PROPREGRET is clearly bounded [0, 1].

Conjecture F.240 (Optimal policies have 0 PROPREGRET, while maximally suboptimal poli-
cies have 1 PROPREGRET).

Proposition F.241 (PROPREGRET is invariant to positive affine transformation of the reward
tunction). Let 7w be any policy, R € RS se, y € [0,1],and m > 0,b € R.

PROPREGRET (7 | R, 5, 7) = PROPREGRET (7 | mR + b,5,7). (F.214)

Proof. Supposey < 1.

PROPREGRET (7 | R, 5, ) (F.215)
VR sv)—-V=® (57)
— R, norm ( 7/) R,norm 7 (F.ZIG)

VIA?, norm (5’ 7) - VIr{I,lir?orm (’f’ 7)

) m—l VmR+19 (5’ }/) _ b _ (m—l V;nrR+b,norm(5’ }/) - %)

R, norm 1-y (F 217)
- b b —1 7/ mi b '
VR (o) = iy = (v, 67) - )
R+b
— Vgln:rm (j, 7/) - V;nrR+b,norm (S’ 7) (F 218)
- b mi '
V;{,Z]rz:rm (5’ 7) - Vm;Qn+b, norm (’f’ 7)
= PROPREGRET (7 | mR + 4,5, 7). (F.219)
The y = 1 case follows automatically from the equality for all y < 1. O

Proposition F.242 (Reward function negation flips the PROPREGRET of any policy). Let
be any policy, R € RS, s € §, v € [0, 1]. [fV]Ii o (&7) > VR (s, y), then

R, norm
PROPREGRET (7 | =R, 5,7) =1 — PROPREGRET (7 | R, 5, 7). (F.220)
Proof.
PROPREGRET (7 | =R, 5, y) (F.221)
_ Vi horm 57) = Vg o (57) (F.222)

-R min

B VR, norm (5’ 7) - V—R, norm ('f’ 7)
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T R e 57+ Vo (57)

= “Jmin ; (F.223)
- VR, norm (’f’ 7) + VR, norm (_y) 7)
V}gnorm (5’ 7) - Vglit?orm (5’ 7/)
= — — (F.224)
VR, norm (5’ 7/) - VR, norm (j’ 7)
1 - (V;, norm (5’ 7) - VlrQr,lirrllorm (’f’ 7)) + V]g,norm (5’ 7) - ng,lirrllorm (J’ 7) (F )
=1+ " — 225
VR, norm (_y’ 7/) - VR, norm (’Y’ 7)
- sy)+VE (57)
— 1+ *R, norm ( 7) nf%i,nnorm Y (F.ZZG)
VR, norm (5’ 7) - VR, norm (5’ Y )
Va norm % - Vﬂnorm('f) )
=1- *R’ ° (57) i’in 7 (F.227)
VR, norm (’Y’ 7) - VR, norm ('f’ 7)
=1— PROPREGRET (7 | R, 5,7). (F.228)
[

F.10.1 NO FREE LUNCH FOR ROBUST OPTIMIZATION

Let Ryue RS9 be a set of reward functions. Robust optimization minimizes maximal regret
with respect to this feasible set Ryye [72]. We show that when Ry has enough reward
functions in it, no policy can do well in the worst case. As illustrated by fig. F.40, no policy can
simultaneously optimize a generic reward function and its inverse.

$0=-0)

Figure F.40: If Ry is the set of state indicator reward functions, then no policy can do
better than alternating between the two states. When y = 1, this policy induces worst-case
PROPREGRET of %: half of the attainable value is lost for each reward function in Rye.

Theorem F.243 (No free lunch theorem for proportional regret minimization). Ler 7 be
any policy, s a state, and y € [0,1]. If there exists R € Ryye such that a negatively affinely
transformed —mR + b € Ry, as well, and if V}’i orm (5, 7/) > p/min (5, 7/), then

R, norm

1
sup PROPREGRET (7 | Ry 5 7) = = (F.229)

RtmceRgue 2

Proof-
sup PROPREGRET (7 | Ryue 5, ¥) (F.230)
RtrucERguc

> max PROPREGRET (7 | Ryue 5, ) (F.231)

Riue€{R,—mR+b}
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= Rtruelél{ai%),(—R} PROPREGRET (77 | Rirue 5, 7) (F.Z;Z)

= max (PROPREGRET (7 | Reruer 5 7) » 1 = PROPREGRET (7 | Ryrue 5, 7/)) (F.233)
>.5. (F.234)

Equation (F.231) holds because R, =mR + b € Ryy. Equation (F.232) holds by proposi-
tion F.241. Equation (F.233) holds by proposition F.242, which can be applied since

V;, norm (J’ 7) > Vgirrllorm (’f’ 7) *

Equation (F.234) holds because PROPREGRET is bounded [0, 1]. [

Proposition F.244 (Uninformative Ry satisfy no-free-lunch conditions). Let = be any
policy and s € S. Suppose there exist a < b such that [a,b]° C Ryue. If cithery € (0,1) and
|7:(5)| >1lory=1and |RSD (s)l > 1, then SUPR, . e Ry PROPREGRET (7 | Ryuer 5 7) = >
Proof. Let U = [a, b3 for the assumed real numbers 2 < 6. Let U™ := {R € U | Imp >
0,br € R: —mrR+bg € U}. Sinceall R € U are bounded, any reward function —mpg R+ bg
can be positively affinely transformed so that its reward is bounded [4, &]. Therefore, U™ = U.

Since y > 0 and either |_‘F(5)| > lor |RSD (5)| > 1, by lemma F.106, almost every reward
function in U™ has a strictly optimal visit distribution or RsD at discount rate y. Since U™ = U
has positive measure, almost all elements of U™ must have a strictly optimal visit distribution
or RsSD at discountrate . Let R € U™ be one such element. We conclude that 7, ;’ orm (5, ;/) >
174 g"il?orm (5, ;/).

By the definition of U™, R has a negatively affinely transformed counterpartin U C Rye.
Then theorem F.243 implies that sup, € Rgue PROPREGRET (7 | Rerwer 55 7) = .5. O

Remark. Proposition F.244’s conditions of |7:(5)| > 1lor |RSD (5)| > 1 are trivial: if they are
not met, then the agent makes no meaningful choices and PROPREGRET trivially equals 0 for
every policy and reward function.

F.10.2 CORRIGIBLE REGRET MINIMIZATION

Even though we often can’t fully specify the intended reward function or minimize worst-case
regret under complete uncertainty, we can correct an agent after watching it make mistakes.

Definition F.245 (Corrigibility). An agent-supervisor pair enables perfect corrigibility when
the supervisor can modify the agent’s policy to any other policy.

Definition F.245 is optimistic: it is obviously unrealistic to demand the supervisor be able to
implement in the agent an optimal policy for any reward function. Furthermore, the agent may
act to avoid correction [87, 19, 99], or an agent may leave the supervisor’s range of correction.
We set these complications aside for now.

Theorem F.243 does not imply that e-PROPREGRET minimization is impossible for ¢ < %,
even when Ryye = RS. Theorem F.243 says that any 7 cannot do well across all reward
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functions, if 7 cannot somehow be conditioned on each R,.. However, definition F.245
allows the agent to be “corrected” after # time steps to an optimal policy 7}, .

Even if the agent cannot somehow discover which reward function it should optimize, exoge-
nous correction by the supervisor often allows an agent to bound its worst-case proportional

- TF—-

Figure F.41: In some environments, non-trivial corrigible regret minimization is impossible.
The agentstarts ats; (the starting state s is shown in blue). Suppose AR, R” € Ryue : R(52) >
R(s3) A R'(s2) < R'(s3). Then Vy € (0,1],# > 0, no policy can avoid incurring maximal
worst-case proportional regret for Rgye. However, intuitively, going right is “less option-
destroying.”

Eysenbach et al. [28] train an agent to preserve initial state reachability. Proposition F.246
shows that reversibility allows the agent to bound worst-case regret, if the agent can later be
corrected to pursue the true objective.

Proposition F.246 (Given perfect corrigibility, initial state reachability bounds worst-case
PROPREGRET). Lety € [0,1] and let w be any policy which, when followed from s for t steps,
has probability 1 of residing in states which can reach s in k steps with probability 1.

sup PROPREGRET (7 (7, 7, £) | Ry 5, 77) < 1— ;/”k, (F.235)
ReRS

where 7y € I (R, 7/) for each R.
Proof. IfVR € RS :

R, norm

(sy) =V Eir‘:orm (5 ), then the supremum in eq. (F.235) equals
0 by definition F.239 and we are done. Otherwise, let ¥ C RS be the subset of reward functions
for which this equality does not hold.

Suppose ¥ € [0, 1). Let Zecurn be a policy which always navigates to s as quickly as possible,
when possible. Let Zrecover (77) = Zgwitch (Wswitch(ﬂ, Treturns £), 5 £+ k) be the non-stationary
policy which follows 7 for the first ¢ time steps, switches to 7w for the next £ time steps,

and then follows 7’ thereafter. Starting from s, the value gained before time ¢ + £ is then
G;{ecover(y) = V;frecover(mﬂretum:”]g) (5, 7) _ 7L‘+/€ V; (5, 7) .

sup PROPREGRET (7ywirch (7, 73, 2) | R, 5, %) (F.236)
ReRS
= sup PROPREGRET (7syicch (7 73, 2) | R, 5 ) (F.237)
ReY
ﬂswitch(mﬂ*:t)
. VII;, norm (5’ 7) - R,norm * (‘f’ )
‘= sup = — (F.238)
ReY VR, norm (5, 7/) - VR, norm (’Y’ 7)
Tswitch (75T gs)
_ Vg (5: 7) - VR b K (57 7/)
sup (F.239)

" Rer VE(s7) = V™ (%)
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WKECOVCT (mﬁreturn) 7r* )
VJJ; (5, ;/) -V (s y)

< . F.
T ) T ) (e
recover(ﬂ') returny *)
< su Vi (sy) - V;zr (s ) (F.241)
< Reg V]f (5’ 7,) _ 1_71,t+/c G;;cover(y) .
o ) =G~V (s) (F2s2)
ReY Vg (-Y) 7) - 1_}1/t+k G;gcover(y)
(1 _ 7/t+/e) V; (3’ 7) _ G;zecover(y) ( )
= sup recover F'243
ReY Vg (5) 7) - 1_}l/t+/e GR (7/)
=1- (F.244)

Equation (F.237) follows because all reward functions R € RS \ Y have 0 PROPREGRET
by the definition of ¥, and PROPREGRET is bounded [0, 1]. Equation (F.239) follows because
the continuity of (optimal) value functions on y € [0, 1) allows us to ignore the limit in the
normalized value functions (definition F.10). Equation (F.240) holds because

Trecover ( 7, Treturns W}kg ) Tswitch ( [ 77;: z )
Ve (59) <V, 57

a3 recover (7 Trerurns 7g) takes longer to begin following an optimal policy for R.

By the definition of V]‘{nin (5, 7/), V;eni“ (5, 7/) < 1_;&,@ G;?COV“(;/), the value of forever alter-

nating between following 7 for ¢ steps and Zrecurn for & steps. Therefore, eq. (F.241) holds.
Ify =1, thenforall R € RS,

£3 KCCOVCF( sy /breturny *)
Vit norm (51) = Vo Wil (5,1) (F.245)
< V™ (5 1) (F246)
< V;, norm (‘f’ 1) : (F'247)

Equation (F.24s) holds by definition F.10: since s can be returned to within £ steps, the

. . Trecov r(77-':7fr 7 )
transient reward from the first £ + £ steps does not affect the normalized 77, ™™ 7(5, 1).

Equation (F.247) holds by the definition of normalized optimal value. Therefore,
PROPREGRET (Zoyicch (7, 73, £) | R,5,1) = 0,

and the supremum in eq. (F.235) also equals 0. ]

Proposition F.246 shows that as we take longer to correct the agent, or the agent takes longer
to undo its actions, PROPREGRET increases. On the other hand, as the discount rate increases
to 1, PROPREGRET decreases because transient mistakes become relatively less important.
Figure F.42 shows that the inequality in proposition F.246 is sharp.

Definition F.247 (Communicating MDP). An MDP is communicating when every state is able
to reach every other state with positive probability.
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Figure F.42: Let R(s1)) = O0,R(s2) = .5, R(s3) = 1, and let Tright O right at .

PROPREGRET (Wswitch(ﬁrigho T ) | R, 7) =1- 72. At sy, k = 1 step is required to re-

turn to the initial state 5s;, and # = 1. Therefore, 1 — ;/2 =1- ;/Hk

bound is tight.

, so proposition F.246’s

Proposition F.248 (Given perfect corrigibility, all policies are low-regret in communicating
MDPs for y = 1). Suppose the environment is communicating, let & be any policy, and let ¢ > 0.
If the agent can be corvected within t time steps, then

sup PROPREGRET (7o (7 7o £) | R, 5, 1) = 0.
ReRS
Proof. Since the MDP is communicating, VR € RS,5,/ €§: VR norm ($1) = VR norm ;1)

by lemma F.2s51. This implies that V7, (1) = V”SWimh(m”};’[) (5 1), because the agent

R, norm R,norm
switches to an optimal policy after ¢ time steps (transient reward differences vanish in the y = 1
case). This implies that VR € RS : PROPREGRET (ﬂswitch(ﬂ, T t) | R, 1) =0. l

Conjecture F.249 (Given perfect corrigibility, all policies are low-regret in communicating
MDPs for y = 1). Suppose the environment is communicating, let 7 be any policy, and let
¢ > 0. If the agent can be corrected within # time steps, then there exists some y < 1 such that

sup PROPREGRET (7yyicch (7 75, 2) | R, 5, 7) < e (F.248)
ReRS

Suppose that the human designers have uncertainty about what reward function they should
provide, with the uncertainty represented by a probability distribution D.

Proposition F.250 (Worst-case PROPREGRET minimization is equivalent to robustness against
D). Let 7w be any policy and let Rye C RS,

sup E [PROPREGRET (7 | R, 7)] = sup PROPREGRET (7 | R, 5%). (F.249)
DEA(Ryue) B~ RER e

Proof. Suppose (R,),>11is such thatVu : R, € Ryye and

lim PROPREGRET (7 | R, 5,7) = sup PROPREGRET (7 | R,5 7).
7n—00 ReRgue

Thenlet (D,),>1 be asequence of degenerate probability distributions which place probability
lon R,. Then each D, € A(Ryye). Furthermore,

sup B [PROPREGRET (7 | R,5,7)] (F.250)
DeA(Ryue) ™
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> lim RE@ [PROPREGRET (7 | Ry s, 7)] (F.2s1)
n—00 R~D,
= lim PROPREGRET (7 | R, 5, 7) (F.252)
n—oo
= sup PROPREGRET (7 | R, 5 7). (F.253)
ReRyue
On the other hand,
sup B [PrOPREGRET (7 | R,57)] (F.254)
DeA(Ryue) KD
< sup sup PROPREGRET (7 | R, 5, y) (F.255)
DEA(Ryue) Resupp(D)
< sup  sup PROPREGRET (7 | R, 57) (F.256)
DeA(%ue) ReRgue
= sup PROPREGRET (7 | R, 5 7). (F.257)
ReRyue

Equation (F.256) follows because supp(D) € Rue by the definition of A( Ryye), the set of
all probability distributions over Rgyye.
Therefore, the equality of eq. (F.249) holds. 0

However, fig. F.41 shows that in non-communicating environments, robustness against D is
too restrictive, even if we assume perfect corrigibility. Therefore, we step away from worst-case
regret minimization.

Lemma F.251 (Equal optimal average reward in communicating MDPs). If the environment is
communicating, then VR € RS,5,/ €8 V2 norm (1) = VR norm (+,1).

Proof. Since the MDP is communicating, s can reach s’ with positive probability after at most ||
timesteps under some policy 7. If an agent following 7 has not reached s” within |§| timesteps,
all states can reach s with positive probability and so 7P once again attempts to navigate
to 5. Since the MDP is finite, there is a state with a minimal (but positive) probability p of
reaching s” within |§| time steps. Because p is positive and minimal, 7D has probability at
most [];2,(1 — p)* = 0 of not reaching s’ eventually. Apply lemma F.177 to conclude that
V2 norm (51) > V2 nom («,1).

The proof for 5" reaching s is similar, and so V2 norm (51) = V2 nom (+,1). O

Conjecture F.252 (PROPREGRET is piecewise rational on y € [0, 1]).

Fiur  VARYING THE REWARD FUNCTION DISTRIBUTION

Proposition F.253 (POWER, attainable utility distance, and optimality probability are convex
over mixture distributions). Let Dy, D, be two bounded reward function distributions, let
0 € [0,1], and let D' = 9Dy + (1 = 0) D be a mixture distribution of the two. Let s be any
state and y € [0,1].

1. POWERgy (5, 7) = POWERD, (5, 7) + (1 — )POWERY, (5, ¥).
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2. VAl, AZ S A(§) :

dp " (AL Ay | y) = 8dy™™ (A Mg | y) + (1= 0)dy™™ (A, Az | y) . (F.258)

3. VEC F(s): Py, (Ey) = 0P, (Ey)+(1-06) Pop, (B ).

Proof. Ttem 1: suppose ¥ € (0,1). Then

POWERgy (s, ) (F.259)
1-y T

= E [ max f(y)—e) r F.260

~D |feF(s) ¥ (£G) —e) ] ( )
0 B | max —Z () —e) r|+(1-6) E | max 17y () —e) r

~Dy [feF() ¥ ~D, |feF ()
(F.261)
=fJPOWERY, (5, 7) + (1 — )POWER, (5, 7). (F.262)

Since eq. (F.262) holds for arbitrary y € (0, 1), it must hold in the limitsasy — O andy — 1;
the limits of POWERqy, . exist by lemma 4.13. Then item 1 follows.
Similar logic proves item 2 via the linearity of expectation over reward functions.
Consider item 3. By the definition of optimality probability (definition 4.9), some f € F
is optimal at discount rate y with probability P‘D1 (F, ;/) when R is drawn from D; and with

probability P‘Dz (F, 7/) when R is drawn from D,. Then by the definition of the mixture distri-
bution 77, the total probability of this event is P, (F, y) = €P(Dl (F, ;/) +(1-9) P‘DZ (F, )/).
This proves item 3. O

Corollary F.254 (Convexity in the space of probability distributions). Let Dy, D, be two
bounded reward function distributions, let 6 € [0,1], and let D' = 9Dy + (1 — 0)D; be a
mixture distribution of the two. Let s be any state, lety € [0,1], and let k € R.

1. IfPOWERp, (5, ), POWER®D, (5, 7) > k, then POWERDy (5, 7) > k.

2. Let Al, AZ € A(S) [deA(DUl’norm (Al, Az | }/) , dA(DU;nOVm (Al, Az | }/) > kthen

dADU/,norm (Al) Az | }/) > k.

3. Let F € F(s). If Py (E7), Po, (By) = k then Py, (Ey) > k.

Proof. All items follow directly from proposition F.2s3. O

Proposition F.255 (POWERp,  , difference bounded by total variation distance). Let D, D,
be bounded reward function distributions on [0, 1] IS1,

|POWER(D1 (5 7) — POWER9, (5, 7)| <TV(Dy, D). (F.263)
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Proof: I TV (Dy, D5) = 0, then POWERg, (5, ¥) = POWER, (5, ) and the statement holds.
Suppose TV (D, D) > 0. Letting D, D, respectively correspond to probability mea-
sures Fy, [, consider the finite signed probability measure Fyif = F1 — F>. The positive sets
of Fyie are the sets to which £7 assigns more probability; vice versa for the negative sets and 5.
By the Hahn decomposition theorem, there exist (non-negative) measures ¥, F~ such that
Fug=F"—F".
By the fact that £, F are probability measures with support contained in [0, 1] ISI

F([0,1]81 - A([0,1]¥) = 0 (F.264)
= Faifr ([0, 1] |§|) (F.265)
- F* ([o, 1] '5|) _F ([o, 1] '5') . (F.266)

Therefore, F* ([0, 1]1$ I) =F" ([0, 1]1$ |). Furthermore, they both equal TV (D, D) >

0 by the definition of total variation distance for probability measures. Let probability measures
+ — . . . + —.
Ff o orme Frenorm De the renormalized versions of the non-negative measures ¥, F~; renormal-

ization is possible because both measures assign finite positive probability to [0, 1] ISl
Lety € (0,1) and let s be arbitrary. Let f(R) = 1%/ (V; (s7) - R(s)).

|P0\WER731 (5, ¥) — POWERg, (5, ;/)| (F.267)

= f(R)dR(R) - f(R) dF>(R) (F.268)
[0,1]1S! [0,1]1S!

= f(R) (dA(R) - dF(R)) (F.269)
[0,1]1S!

[ PR dE( (F.270)
[0,1]1S!

= / F(R) (dF*(R) — dF(R)) (F.271)
[0,1]1S!

_ |+ IS _ S

=7 (lo19) - E )] -F (lo.1191) - E [f@] (F.272)

=TV(Dy D) | B [f(R)] -, E [f(R)] (F.273)

<TV(Dy, D,). (F.274)

Equation (F.272) follows by the definitions of F, F

enorm’ — renorm-*

the fact that F* ([o, 1] ISI) - [ ([o, 1] leI) = TV (Dy, D2) > 0. Equation (F.274) follows

from the fact that f is bounded [0, 1], since its domain is [0, 1] 81, Then eq. (F.263) holds.
Since eq. (F.263) holds for all y € (0, 1), it also holds in the limitsy — Oandy — 1. [

Equation (F.273) follows from
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Conjecture F.256 (Improved total variation bound). Let F;,(v) be the optimal value cDF
of D at state s and discount rate y; similarly define 75 ,(v). The bound of eq. (F.263) can be
improved to

1 F; (TV(Dy,Dy))
TV (D, D;) max / vdEL o (0),1— / vdF o (V) |-
F, (1=TV(Dy,Dy)) 0

The bound of proposition F.255 is sharp; suppose D puts probability 1 on the all-1 reward
function, while D, puts probability 1 on the all-o reward function. Then in any MDP, at any s
and forany y € [0,1],

|P0WER@1 (5, ¥) — POWER, (5, ;/)| =[1-0/=1=TV(Dy, D,). (F.275)
Theorem F.257 (PowERg, , difference bounded by Wasserstein 1-distance). Let Dy, D, be
any bounded reward function distributions.

|POWER@1 (5 ¥) — PowERrg, (s 7/)| < W (Dy, Dy). (F.276)

Proof. Suppose y € (0,1) and once again let f(R) = 1_77 (VI’Q (s7) - R(J)). We first

show that f has Lipschitz constant 1. Let R, R;, € RISI; without loss of generality, suppose
Vi, (57) 2 Vg, (s7)-

1- 7/ T T
a) — = f, — € = £ —e .
(R ~fRY| = —5 | max (E.() ~e) ra = max (6i7) ~e) 'wy) - (F277)
< —7 max (fﬂ(y) - eJ)T r,— (fa (y) - e;)T ry (F.278)
Y |f€F0)
1—y T
=T t.(y) —e) (r,—r F.
y farél?%’(‘j) (£ (y) —e) ( b) (F.279)
1-y
= y ”fﬂ(7’) - e3”1 llr, — 1l (F.280)
= lrs = rplly - (F.281)

Equation (F.278) follows because f;, was optimal for r;, and so (£, (y)—€;) Tt < (£,()—€,) "1y
Equation (F.280) is a simple application of the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Equation (F.281)
follows because proposition D.8 shows that Vf € F(s) : ||f () ||1 = %/, and e, is a unit vector.
Therefore, £ has Lipschitz constant 1.

We now show the desired inequality.

|PO\VER7)1 (5, 7) — POWER9, (5, ;/)| (F.282)

f(R) (dF(R) — dF(R)) (F.283)
[0,1]1S!
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= / f(R)d(F - 1) (R) (F.284)
[0,1]1S!
< sup [ A ®dG-E@®)| (Fas)
fip RS SR, [0,1]15]
\fiip has minimal Lipschitz constant < 1
= W(Dy, D). (F.286)

Equation (F.28s) follows because f has Lipschitz constant 1 (and so its minimal constant is at
most 1). Equation (F.286) follows by the dual formulation of Wasserstein 1-distance (which is

applicable since both distributions have bounded support). ]

Theorem F.258 (Optimality probability difference bounded by total variation distance). Let
Dy, Dy be any reward function distributions. Let F C F (s).

(Pu (Ey) =Po, (E 7)’ <TV(Dy, D). (F.287)

Proof. Let Dy and D, have probability measures /1 and F5.

‘P‘Dl (E7) =Py, (£ 7)( = |Fi (supp (F() 2 F5.2)) - B (supp (F ) = F 7)))‘

(F.288)

< sup |F(B)-F(B) (F.289)
BeB(RISI)

=TV (Dy, D). (F.290)

Equation (F.289) follows because supp (F(y) = F (5 7)) = Usersupp (£(») = F(s 7)) is
the finite union of closed sets (lemma F.42), and therefore supp (F(y) > F (s, 7)) is a Borel
set. 0

However, fig. F.43 shows that optimality probability cannot be bounded by Wasserstein

distance.
stay: ? f :

Figure F.43: Let¢ > 0. If D; assigns probability 1 to s - 51, and D, assigns prob-
ability 1 to s > £1.,, then Wi(Dy, Dy) = &. However, P‘Dl (51, stay,.S) = 1 while
]P®2 (xl, stay,.S) =0.

Taken together, these results show that strict POwERq, _,-seeking and optimality probabil-
ity inequality holds within a TV neighborhood in the space of reward function distributions,
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and that one action secks strictly more POwERq, . than another action in a 1-Wasserstein

neighborhood of reward function distributions. In particular, the strict inequality conditions

of proposition 4.25 and theorem 4.29 hold within TV neighborhoods of distributions which

are finite mixtures of bounded continuous 11D reward function distributions.

Conjecture F.259 (Close Dy, D, induce similar d%morm metrics). Let Dy, D, be bounded
. . . . AU, norm _ AU, norm

reward function distributions. sup AL AEA(S) dD1 (As Ay | ) dY)z (Aﬂ, Ay | ;/)‘ <

W1(Dy, D,), where W7 is the first Wasserstein distance on RIS

F.arx DISTRIBUTIONAL TRANSFORMATIONS

Positive affine transformation of D allows generalization of our results to other bounds, as
optimal policy is invariant to positive affine transformation of the reward function. Item 3 of
proposition F.260 can be viewed as proving Turner et al. [97]’s proposition 4, in the limit of
infinitely many draws from the auxiliary reward function distribution D’.

Proposition F.260 (How positive affine transformation affects optimality probability, POWER,
and normalized av distance). Let y € [0,1] and let D' be any bounded reward function
distribution. Let m > 0, b € R and letb € RIS! be the ones vector times the scalar b. mD’ + b
is the pushforward distribution over reward functions formed by applying the positive affine
transformation f(r) = mr+bto D'

. Lt FCF().P o0y (By) = Poy (£ 7).

2. POWER,,p4p (5, 77) = m - POWERgy (5, 7) + b.

3. Let Al, Az S A((S) dfn(%i,o_:;n (AI, AZ | }/) =m- deU,’mrm (Al, Az | }/)

Proof. Let D' have probability measure /" and let 7D’ + b have probability measure Fa’ P
Item 1: let ¥ € (0,1). By definition 4.9,

P (BY) = RNm}%,er (Hf” €F:mell' (R, 7’)) (F.291)
— T . * -1 _
- B (Ef €F:zell (m (R - b), 7/)) (F.202)
- P (37 e Frmemr (r,)) (F.293)
= Pqy (7). (F.294)

Equation (F.292) holds because optimal policy sets are invariant to positive affine transfor-
mation 7 1 (R — b) of the reward function.

Since this equality holds for all ¥ € (0, 1), it holds in the limits y — 0 and y — 1 as well.

Item 2: lety € (0,1).

Vs (57) (F.295)
= / Ve (.f, }/) dF;E(R) (F.296)
RISI
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/ y) dF (m™ (R - b)) (F.297)
/ Vw5 7) dF (R') (F.208)
= [ i )+ ) (F.299)
=m- Vi (s7)+ IL (F.300)

4

Equation (F.297) follows by the definition of a pushforward measure. Equation (F.298)
follows by substituting R’ := m (R — b). Equation (F.299) follows because optimal policies
are invariant to positive affine transformations.

1=y (-
POWER,,1r4b (5 7) = 7 Vb (s7) - o mD'+b [R(s)]) (F.301)
1—
= Ty mVa, (s 7) + %/ - mR . [R(s)] — b) (F.302)
R4 by
= 7 mVa, (s7) — leE‘D' [R(s)] + E) (F.303)
= m - POWERgy (5, 7) +&. (F.304)

Equation (F.301) and eq. (F.304) follow by lemma D.43 since y € (0, 1). Equation (F.302)
follows by eq. (F.300) and the linearity of expectation.

Finally, eq. (F.304) holds in the limitsas y — O and y — 1.

Item 3: lety € [0, 1).

Aoy sn (A A1) (F.305)
- [ - B, i )| aea (F300)
RIS [s~A S~A
:/ E [Vz(s7)] - E [Vz () ‘dF’(m‘l(R—b)) (F.307)
RISI |s~A s~
= / E [V;R’w (s 7’)] - E [V;qu ‘dF,(R ) (F.308)
RIS s~A s'~A
=[BT 1| - B e )+ | [P R) (Faoo)
- RIS [s~A TR DY -yl A MmVpe\5>7 1—y -309
=m-dp (A A" ]7). (F.310)

Equation (F.307) follows by the definition of a pushforward measure. Equation (F.308)

follows via substitution R’ := m™1(R — C). Equation (F.309) follows because optimal policy

is invariant to positive affine transformation of the reward function.
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dAU,norm (Al; AZ | 7) — }/1*11'_1;17(1 _ }/*)dAU b (A, A’ | 7/) (F}II)

mD’'+b mD’
=m- lim (1—y")d5 (A A |y) (Far2)
oy
=m - dyy "™ (AL Ay | y). (F.313)

Equation (F.312) holds by eq. (F.310).
Equation (F.313) shows the desired result for all y € [0,1). Equation (F.313) holds in the
limit y — 1, and so the relationship holds for all y € [0, 1]. O

Power INEQUALITIES UNDER CERTAIN DISTRIBUTIONAL TRANSFORMATIONS

Proposition F.261 (How non-affine transformations affect POWER). Lety € (0,1), let s be
a state, and let D' be any bounded reward function distribution. Suppose g RISI — RIS 45
measurable and is such that Vr € supp(D’) :

VE € Fra(s) : £(») 't = £(y) g (). (F314)

Then POWERgy (5,7) = POWERy(qy) (5,7). This inequality is strict iff eq. (F 314) is strict
for a subset of supp(D") with positive measure under D',
A similar statement holds when all of the above inequalities are flipped.

Proof. Let D’ have probability measure /. Let ¢(D’) be the pushforward probability dis-
tribution induced by applying measurable function g to 7, and let F; be its probability
measure.

V* s (s, = f T d_F/ F.
o b7) /RISI (max £() rdF (o) (E.315)
B max £(y) rdF(r F.316
Lpp(@/) feFnas) » (r) (F.316)
- / max £()7¢(r) dF (r) (F317)
supp(D’) £€Tna(s)
:/ max £(y)"x' dF' (g™ (') (F.318)
supp(g(D")) F€Fnd(s)
- max f(y) "t dF (¢’ F.a1
Lpp(g(@’)) feFaa(s) » 5 () (F.319)
= Ve 57)- (F0)

Equation (F.316) and eq. (F.320) follow by lemma D.39 and the definition of supp(2D’). Equa-
tion (F.317) follows by our assumptions on g. Equation (F.318) holds by the substitution
r’ = g(r). Equation (F.319) follows by the definition of a pushforward measure Ifg’.

Integration is invariant to strict optimal value decrease on a zero-measure subset of supp (),
but not to strict optimal value decrease on a zero-measure subset of supp(D’). Therefore,
eq. (F.317) is strict iff eq. (F.314) is strict for a subset of supp(D’) with positive measure under
D'.
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1—
Since POWERgy (s, ) = 77 (V%, (%) —Er-or [R (5)]) by lemma D. 43,

POWERqy (5, %) > POWER(7) (57),

with strict inequality iff eq. (F.314) is strict for a subset of supp(D’) with positive measure
under D'.
The proof for reward-increasing ¢ follows similarly. O

Proposition F.262 (How non-affine transformations affect optimality probability). Lezy €
(0,1), lets be a state, let F C F (), and let D' be any bounded reward function distribution.
Suppose g : RISI — RIS s measurable and is such that Vr € supp(D’) :

VEe F:f(y)'r>f(y) g(r), (F.321)
VE € Fod(&) \F: £ () Tr < £ () g(x). (F322)
Then P, (Fy) > Pg(D,) (E 7). Equality holds if eq. (F.321) and eq. (F.322) are equalities

for a subset of supp(D") with measure 1 under D',
A similar statement holds when all of the above inequalities are flipped.

Proof. Let D’ have probability measure /. Let ¢(D’) be the pushforward probability dis-
tribution induced by applying measurable function ¢ to 2, and let Fgf be its probability

measure.
P‘D' (E 7) = ./RISI :H'mangp f()/)Tr=maXfr67:nd(J> f'(y)Tr dF/(I‘) (F-323)
= / I]-maXpr f(y)Tr:maXf’Gand(:)\F f’(;/)Tr dF’(r) (F32’4)
supp(D’)
> / Linasger €))7 g(r)=maxer o £/ () Tg(e) A (1) (F.325)
supp(D’)

Linaseer £)r/=masgreg o €07 AF (g7 () (F.326)
/Supp(g(‘D')) maxer £(y)Tr'=maxe e g\ £1() T (¢

) Livaser £ Te/=masrer o /) e AF(F) (F327)

'/Supp(g(D’)) maxfefr (7’) r=maxes ey L ()\F (}/) . ’

) Linaxger £)Tr=maxprr o £/ () e A () (F.328)
'/SUPP(g(‘D’)) maxger £(y)Tr'=maxe e () £ ()T Sy

=Py (E7). -

Equation (F.323) and eq. (F.329) follow by lemma D.42. Equation (F.324) and eq. (F.328)
follow by lemma F.62 (1) and the definition of supp(D’). Equation (F.325) follows because
our assumptions on g imply that

7\ .
Vr € supp(D’) : Linaxper () Tr=maxpres o\ £)7r 2 Lmaseer £0)Tg(0)=maxpres (11 £/() Tg(0)-

Equation (F.326) follows by the substitution r’ := g(r). Equation (F.327) follows by the
definition of the pushforward measure Fé.
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Integration is invariant to strict optimal value decrease on a zero-measure subset of supp(D’).
Therefore, eq. (F.317) is an equality if eq. (F.321) and eq. (F.322) are equalities for a subset of
supp(D’) with measure 1 under 7.

A similar proof follows when the theorem statement’s inequalities are flipped. O]

Remark. Unlike proposition F.261, proposition F.262 does not have a strict inequality if-
and-only-if. This is because even if g strictly increases return for f € F, that increase may be
insufficient to change the optimality status of f € F for any r € supp(D’).

Proposition F.261 and proposition F.262 significantly expand the initial POWERq,  ,-seek-
ing results to ¢(D) which distribute reward independently and non-identically across states.

Reconsider proposition 4.25. For e.g. the max-entropy D over [0, 1] S |, at s, action a is
strictly POWERqy,  ,-seeking and more probable under optimality compared to ’. Proposi-
tion F.261 and proposition F.262 show that by e.g. doubling reward at green states and zeroing
the reward at two of the red states (call this distribution g(D)), the same POWER,(p)-secking
and optimality probability statements hold.

Fa2  F.q SYMMETRY

Definition F.263 (7,4(s) symmetry group). Let S, be the permutation group on 7 elements.
For any state s,

SFag(s) = {¢ € Sisi | ¢+ Fnd(s) = 7:nd(5)} (F.330)

Proposition F.264 (S7 () is a subgroup of Sig)).

Proof. Let s be any state. By definition F.263, S7 ;) € S|s- We show that S¢ () satisfies the
group axioms under permutation composition.

IDENTITY. Letg;; € S be the identity permutation. Then clearly ¢4 (Fnd(5)) = Fnd (5),
SO Bid € SF4(s)-

CoMPOSITION. Let ¢y, ¢» € Sig. Then

(#1082 (Faa(®) = 61 ($2 (Foa9)) (F.330)
= ¢ (?52 (Tnd(f))) (F.332)
= 41 (Frd () (F.333)
= Fna(s), (F.334)

andso (¢ 0 ¢,) € SF4(5)-
INVERSE. Let¢ € Sz, (»). ¢+ Fnd(s) = Fnd(s) implies that Fq(s) = ¢! (Fna(5)), and so

7 € SEa
Therefore, S, (5 is a group. O
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Lemma F.265 (If ¢ - F1,4(s) = Fnd(s), then ¢(s) = 5).
Proof. ¢ - Fnd(s) = Fad(s') implies that

{ lim Pyf(y) | £ € Tnd(S)} = {lim f(y) | fe ﬁd(ﬁ’)}- (F.335)
y—0 y—0

But the right-hand side equals {ey } by the definition of a state visit distribution function
f € 7 (5') (definition 4.3). The left-hand side also equals {e, }, implying that Pse, = e and so
P(s) =4 ]

Proposition F.266 (POWERp,__ , across certain distributional symmetries). Let s, s” be states.
If3p € Sig) such that ¢ - Fnd(s) = Fnd(), then PowERD,, , (57) = POWERy.D,,,.. (", 7).

Proof. Lety* € (0,1), F := {£(") — e, | £ € Faa(s)}, F = {£(7") —ev | £ € Fog(s) 1.

PowERrg,, ., (5 7) (F.336)
Foh b
= lim E max (f(y") —e) r F.337
Y=y y* r~Doound |fEF (:)( 7 ) (F337)
N N
= lim E max (f(y*) —¢) r F.338
s A o fey-:,dm( ) -e) (E338)
1 _ k
= lim 4 E max f''r (F.339)
v =y 7/* 1~¢Dyound | f'€@-F
1 _ sk
= lim 4 E max f'Tr] (F.340)
y'=r VY 1~¢Duound |f'EF
= POWER4.9, .4 (557) - (F.341)

Equation (F.338) follows because lemma D.39 shows that optimal value is invariant to
restriction to Fnd4. Let ¢ : R — R be the identity function, and let (B | Dpound) =
Ee Doy [g (maxgep £ Tr)] . Equation (F.339) follows by applying lemma D.22 to conclude

thatf(F | @bound) :f(¢ - F | ¢ : Dbound)-

¢-F = {P¢f(7*) —Pye | f € j’:nd(s)} = F’ by the assumptions on ¢ and the fact that
¢(s) = s’ by lemma F.265. Therefore, eq. (F.340) follows.

Since this holds for all ¥ € (0, 1), it holds in the limits y — 0 and y — 1 as well. 0

F.ar3 STATE SIMILARITY

Definition F.267 (State similarity). State s is szmzlar to s if there exists a stochastic model
isomorphism ¢ such that ¢(s) = s’. If all states are similar, the model is vertex transitive.

When the dynamics are deterministic, definition F.267 reduces to the standard graph-theo-
retic vertex similarity, as shown in fig. F.4s.

Corollary F.268 (State similarity criterion). sand s’ are similar via permutation ¢ iff F (s') =

¢ F ().
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Figure F.44: By proposition F.266, Vy e [0,1] : Powkrg,,, (1,7) =
POWERp, . (2, 7). In general, POWERD, ., (53, 7) = POWER,., ., (53, 7).

/O\

Figure F.45: The tetrahedral graph is vertex transitive.

Proof. Apply theorem F.113. O

Lemma F.269 (Similar states have similar non-dominated visit distribution functions). Ifs
and s" are similar via permutation ¢, then Fnd(s") = ¢ - Fad ().

Proof. Statesimilarity implies visit distribution function similarity (corollary F.268), so F (s") =
{P¢f | £ € F(s) } Without loss of generality, suppose that P4f is non-dominated at s'; this

implies P¢f is strictly optimal for reward function R at discount rate y. Then

(P¢f(;/))Tr > max () 'r. (F342)
f/ef(;')\{mf}

£f(»)"(P,ar) > max  £'(y) " (Par). F.

(7)" (Pgr) 5 O (7)" (Pgr) (F.343)

Then f is strictly optimal at state s for reward function Py-1r at discount rate y, and thus

f e Frq(s). O
Proposition F.270 (Similar states have equal POWERg, ). If's and s are similar, Vy €
[0,1] : POWERgy,,, (5 7) = POWERD, (¥, 7).

Proof. Suppose ¢ - F(s) = F(s'). Apply lemma F.269 to conclude that ¢ - Frq(s) = Fna(s).
Then apply proposition F.266 to conclude the desired equality (with identical distribution

ensuring that ¢ - Dx.;p = Dy.ap)- O
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Corollary F.271 (Vertex transitivity implies POWERq, is equal everywhere). If the model is
vertex transitive, then all states have equal POWERD,, .

Figure F.44 shows that non-dominated similarity (proposition F.266) allows us to conclude
PowERqp,_, , equality in a greater range of situations than does proposition F.2770.
Fir.4 STRONG VISITATION DISTRIBUTION SET SIMILARITY

Definition F.272 (Strong visitation distribution set similarity). Let F; ' € F(s5). We say that
F and F” are strongly similar if they are similar via a permutation ¢ € Sz ().

Strong visitation distribution similarity depends on the totality of Fy4(s). We aren’t just
interested in whether /' = ¢ - F' — we want to know whether F and F” “interact with 4,4 (s)
in the same way.”

Proposition F.2773 (Similar visit distribution functions have the same optimality probability).
IfE F' C F(s) are strongly similar via permutation $, then PYDW ( E 7) =P Dy (F ’ 7/).

Proof. Lety € (0,1).

Py (By) = r~%ﬂy []lm""feF F()Trzmaxg ey () f"(Wr] (F344)
B f~¢E‘Dmy [ﬂm“f’ef’ ()T rzmaxpr ey () ff(}/)”] (F.345)
=Py, (F7). (F346)

Equation (F.344) follows by lemma D.42. Let g(41, £2) = 14,55, and f (B, By | Dany) =
EeD,y, [g (maxble 5 b/ 1, maxp, ez, b;r)] . Then by lemma D.22 and the definition of strong

similarity,
F(FO) Faas ) | Dang) =F ($ F@) g+ Faals7) | 6+ Dany)

= (F ) Faals7) | § Dany).

This implies eq. (F.34s).
The y = 0 and y = 1 cases hold via the appropriate limits. O

The existence of such a stochastic model isomorphism ¢ on the full model is sufficient (but
not necessary) for strong similarity (see fig. F.46).

Figure F.47 shows that vertex transitivity does not imply that all visitation distributions az a
state are strongly similar to each other. By theorem F.113, vertex transitivity shows that all states
have similar visitation distribution function sets, but not that all visit distribution functions
within each set are strongly similar to each other.

Conjecture F.274 (Strongly similar non-dominated visit distributions and determinism imply
no instrumental convergence). If the environment is deterministic and all non-dominated
visitation distributions of a state are strongly similar, then no instrumental convergence exists
downstream of that state.
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Figure F.46: Gray actions are only taken by the policies of dominated visit distribution func-
tions. Considered as singleton sets, all four non-dominated visitation distribution functions
are strongly similar. Conjecture F.274 allows us to conclude they all have equal optimality
probability, even though this is not obvious just from looking at the full model. Indeed, the
left-most and right-most trajectories would not be classified as “similar” under a definition
where ¢ has to be a stochastic model isomorphism.

(o—a)

Figure F.47: The complete directed graph on two vertices is vertex transitive, but each self-
loop is not strongly similar to each state’s other visit distribution functions.

F.i2 ORsiTs

Lemma F.275 (Trivial satisfaction of >7 ). Let f : ® — R, and suppose © is a subset of a set

—most

acted on by Sg. Nn > 0: f(0) 2 o f(0).

Proof. Because f(6) > f(6) is impossible, both cardinalities in definition E.10 are zero, and so
the claim holds trivially. O

Conjecture F.276 (Lower-bound on joint > agreement strength).

most: fDany

Suppose (ﬁ Zﬁos P ot )z‘el for countable index set 7. Then for all Dyoynd, the proportion of

any

the ‘Dioun 4 € (S| NE ‘Dbound) which satisty A,c; f; (‘Dioun d) > f! (@ioun d) is greater than
1= Yer(1- 25).

Proposition F.277 (Orbit tendencies lower-bound measure under Dy.1p). Suppose f; ¢ :
R? — R are measurable, let n be a positive integer, and suppose f (R%) >0 Duny g(Rd). For
u e R4 et Opy(u) = {u' €Sy-ul f(u) < g(u’)}. Suppose there exist ¢, . ,¢n € S, such
that for allu € RY : ¢:* Opep(@) C (Sg-0) \ Opy(w), and when i # j, ¢; - Op (1) and
¢/ - Opg () are disjoint.

Then for any 1D distribution D € A(RY), P o (F(u) > g(u) > -2

n+l”

Proof. f and g are measurable, and thus /' — ¢ is measurable, and the set (-0, 0) is mea-
surable in R, and so (£ — g)™! ((—o0, 0)) is measurable. But this preimage equals X :=

{u e R4 | f(u) <g(u)}, and so X is measurable.
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Let D have probability measure F.

Pyop (F() = g(w) = F ({u eR! | f(u) > g(u)}) (F347)
> F (UL ¢; - X) (F.348)
= > F($: X) (F349)
i=1

= > F(X) (F.350)
i=1

= nF(X). (F.351)

Equation (F.347) is well-defined because the right-hand set is measurable for the same reason
that X is measurable. Equation (F.348) holds because assumption on ¢, ensures that ¢, - X C

{u eR| f(u) > g(u)}.

If ¢; # ¢;, then supposeu, u’ € R, If they are not in the same orbit under S, then ¢, - u #
¢; - u’ by the definition of an orbit. Otherwise, the inequality holds by the assumed disjointness.
Therefore the elements of {¢, X|i=1,..., n} are pairwise disjoint, and so eq. (F.349) holds
by the finite additivity of probability measures on disjoint sets. Equation (F.350) follows because
probability measure F is 11D across states and so is invariant to permutation of X, and because
permutations are measurable transformations with unitary Jacobian determinant.

Since X U {u e R? | f(u) > g(u)} = R? and the two sets are disjoint, their probability
sumstolandsoP o (f(w) > g(w)) > -~ H

= m.
Conjecture F.278 (Generalized measure lower-bound for orbit tendencies). Suppose £, ¢ :
R4 — R are measurable, let C > 0, and suppose f (Rd) >C D g(Rd). Then for all Dy.11p,
any

~—most:
Py (F(u) > g(u)) > &

Fi2.1 BLACKWELL VERSUS AVERAGE OPTIMALITY

Turner et al. [99]’s theorem 4.29 applies to average-optimal policies (y = 1), but not to
Blackwell-optimal policies. Therefore, their results are inapplicable to discount rates y =~ 1.
Proposition F.281 shows corollary F.283, which shows that theorem 4.29 holds when y =~ 1 for
almost all reward function orbits.

Definition F.279 (Visit distribution functions which induce RsDs). Let D € RSD (s). The
set of visit distribution functions which induced € D is:

F(s|rsD € D) = {f € F(s) | NorMm (f,1) € D}. (F.352)

Py, (D1) =Py (F(s|rsp € D),1).

ny

Lemma F.280 (Average optimality probability is greater than Blackwell optimality probability).
Let D € RSD (). Po, (F(s | rsp € D),1) < Po, (D, average).

ny ny
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Proof: Ifsome f € F(s | RsD € D) is Blackwell optimal for reward function R € RS, then
Norwu (f, 1) is average optimal for R — 7.e. Blackwell optimality at a state implies average
optimality at a state [68] . Therefore, the set of reward functions for which some f € F (s |
RsD € D) is Blackwell optimal is a subset of the set of reward functions for which somed € D
is average optimal. Then the desired inequality follows by the monoticity of probability. L[]

Proposition F.281 (Average optimality probability equals Blackwell optimality probability
for almost all reward functions). Lez D C RSD (s). For almost all reward functionsr € RIS,
Pﬁr (D,1) = P@r (D, average) (where Dy is the degenerate probability distribution which places
probability 1 on r).

Proof. Lemma F.280 shows that P‘D, (D,1) < Pﬂ), (D, average). So inequality only holds
if PfDr (D,1) < P@r (D, average). Since Dy is a degenerate distribution, this implies that
PDr (D,1)=0<1= PD, (D, average). D is non-empty because 1 = P‘D, (D, average); in
particular, there must exist d4 € D which is average optimal for r but which is not induced by
a Blackwell optimal policy for r.

Let Dp = {d”" | 7 € IT* (r, 1)} be the set of RsDs induced by Blackwell optimal policies
for r. Since every reward function has a Blackwell optimal policy [11], Dp must be non-empty.
Let dg € Dp be one of its elements.

We know thatd 4 ¢ Dp, and so d4 # dp. Since Blackwell optimal policies must be average
optimal [68], d 4 and dp are both average optimal. By corollary D.13,

{r e RIS | > 1}

has measure zero under all absolutely continuous measures on RIS, In particular, this set has

arg max d'r
deRSD(»)

Z€1ro Lebesgue measure. ]

Corollary F.282 (Average optimality probability equals Blackwell optimality probability for

Deont). Let D S RSD (5). Py, (D,1) =Py, (D, average).
Proof.
Py, (D1) = Rwam (37" € F(s|rsp € D) : w € 11" (R, 1)) (F.353)
e [P@r (D, 1)] (F.354)
e ST -
=Pqp_ . (D, average). (F.356)

By proposition F.281, almostall r € RIS agree that PDr (D1) = P@r (D, average). Since Deont
is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure, it also assigns zero probability
measure to disagreeing reward functions. Then eq. (F.355) follows. [
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Corollary F.283 (Average optimality probability equals Blackwell optimality probability for
all orbit elements in almost all orbits). Lez D € RSD (). For almost all v € RIS\, il D, €
S|+ D satisfyPy, , (D, 1) =Py, (D, average).

Proof. By proposition F.281, the set X = {r e RIS | Po, (D, 1) # Po, (D, average)} has
Lebesgue measure zero. Let O = {r’ eR¥l | 3re Sig| -t re X} be the set of reward

functions whose orbits contain an element of X. Alternatively, O = {U¢€ 815, Pgt |reX }
Let ¢ be the Lebesgue measure; we want to show that #(0) = 0.

©(0) =pu (U¢€S§ {P¢r | re X}) (F.357)
=u (U¢eS|5|¢ X) (F.358)
< Y ulp-X) (F.359)

$ESis|
= D e (F.360)

PES|s|
=|SI'-0 (F.361)
=0. (F362)

Equation (F.359) follows by the union bound. Equation (F.360) follows because permutations
have Jacobian determinant 1 and therefore are measure-preserving operators. Equation (F.361)
follows because |S|5|| = |S|'and p(X) = 0.

Therefore, #(0) = 0, and so for almostall r € RIS all D, € Sis| - Dr satisfy Pq)r/ (D,1) =

Pi)r/ (D, average) . O]

Figure F.48: More states are reachable by going up compared to down. Thus, most orbit
elements of S5 - e, make it strictly Blackwell-optimal to go up, while also most elements
make it (at least weakly) average-optimal to go down. Therefore, the orbit g - €, does not
satisfy corollary F.283.

Conjecture F.284 (Section F.12.1’s results hold for child-state distributions 7°(s) instead of
RSD (s)).
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Conjecture F.284 will probably be aided by definition F.285, which takes the place of defini-
tion F.279.

Definition F.28s (Visit dist. functions which induce child visit distributions). Let N C T'(s).
F (s | CHILD DISTRIBUTION € N) := {f e F@s) | lirr}) Yy (f(y) —e) € N}. (F.363)
}/—)

Py, (N, 0) == Pg, (F (s | cHILD DISTRIBUTION € N), 0).

F.i2.2 PoweRr

Conjecture F.286 (Orbit incentives characterization for POWER). Lety € (0, 1). The follow-
ing statements are equivalent:

/
1. POWERp,, , > POWERg, ., (¥, 7)-

most: Dpound

/

2. For all continuous bounded 110 Dy 11p, POWERD, | (5, ;/) > POWERD, (5 g ;/).

3. Fad(s") is similar to a subset of F (s).

Conjecture F.287 (>mos: D4 1S DOt a complete ordering for the POWER of states).

Lastly, a remark motivating the requirement of 7zvolution in the copy containment definition
(definition 4.17).

Remark. Lemma D.29 and lemma D.33 require similarity via involution (not just via permu-

0 10
tation). Consider 4 = 51|¢,B = 0 |¢,¢ = (123).Aissimilar to B via permutation
10 )

¢. However, there is no involution which enforces the similarity.
Furthermore, consider the orbit S5 - D, = {fDel, De,, i)e3} and consider the conditions
of lemma D.29 with g the identity function.

E lmaber] =10>0= E
acAd

r~De | beB r~De

max bTr] R
but the opposite is true for the other two orbit elements. Therefore,

E

r~ Dbound

max bTr] £ E

acA most: Dbound r~Dhound

maxb 'r|.
beB

Proposition F.288 (Nontrivial copy containment guarantee). If B contains n > 1 copies of A
VIA B1y oy Py then foranyi =1,..,n, A # B;.

Proof. Suppose A = B; := ¢, - A for some ¢;. Then consider any j # 7 (which exists since
n>1).¢; - B; = ¢; - A = B;. But by the set copy definition (definition E.7), ¢; - B; = B; since
J # i. Then B; = B;, which contradicts the set copy assumption. ]
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F.13 FEATURIZED UTILITY FUNCTIONS

Consider the case where utility functions over outcomes are featurized: n(o) = feat(o0) ' «,
with feat(o) : {L...,d} — R linearly mapping deterministic outcomes to 7/-dimensional
feature vectors. Let F := (feat(o;) --- feat(o,)) be the feature matrix. For outcome lottery
setX CRYF-X = {Fx | x € X} is the left-coset.

For feature weighting « € R", the expected utility of an outcome lottery x € R4 is then the
expected value of the a-weighted combination of each outcome’s features: x 'u = x" (F'a) =
(Fx)"a. For example, if an agent maximizes expected utility, it essentially makes decisions
according to the available feature vectors of outcomes, and so instead of looking for copy
containment in the outcome lottery sets 4, B C R4, we can look for copy containment in the
feature vectorsets F - 4, F - B C R/,

Proposition F.289 (Feature-level tendencies guaranteed by featurizations which commute
with outcome symmetries). Let A, B C R, and suppose that B contains a copy of A via ¢ with
permutation matrix Py € R4, Consider featurization ¥ € R4 which maps each of d
outcomes to their ny-feature vectors.

If there exists a feature involution ¢y € S, such that Py, F = FPy, then F - B contains a copy

of F - A via b7

Proof.
dr-(E-A) = {P¢fFa lac A} (F364)
= {Fp¢a |ae A} (F.365)
c {Fb|be B} (F:366)
= F-B. (F367)

Equation (F.365) follows by the assumption that Py F = FPy. Equation (F.366) follows because
we assumed that ¢ - 4 C B.

Since ¢ - (F-4) C F - Band ¢y is an involution by assumption, then we conclude that
F - B contains a copy of F - A via ¢r. O

Conjecture F.290 (Multiple feature copy containment ensured by feature commutation).
Proposition F.289 generalizes to the case with multiple feature involutions Bho-e o> e

n

Fi4 &OPTIMAL POLICIES

Turner et al. [99]’s results assume perfectly optimal agents. We now relax that assumption
slightly to e-optimality, although ¢ may be extremely small (and so these results do not seem
very practically interesting). For a more practical extension, see chapter §’s total abandonment
of the optimality requirement.

Traditionally, e-optimal policies are defined as 7 such that for all s € §:

Vilsy)=Vi(sy) <e (F.368)

251



for fixed y € (0,1). However, in the state-based reward setting, this is equivalent to

RGs)+ymax B [VR (%7)]) - (R(f) - [VE ()] < (E369)

7’ (7 _ T (7 -1
@,%XJ,NT}EW,(S))[VR (w)] vl RN < (F.370)

To avoid superfluous division by ¥, we modify the traditional criterion to

max E [V;{ ' (5', 7/)] -

T ’
P JINT(,Y)W,(S)) [VR (j’ 7/)] <& (F'37I)

E
s'~T(57(s5))
However, since the magnitude of on-policy value often diverges as y — 1, we instead
consider a discount-averaged per-time step suboptimality of e:

g

7 (7 _ T (S
n;lra’lxs%T(I?ﬁ’(s)) [VR (5’7/)] x’~T%§7r(s)) [VR (5’7)] = 1-

. (F.372)
Y
Multiplying both sides by 1 — , we arrive at our definition.

Definition F.291 (¢-optimal policy). Let ¢ > 0. Policy 7 is e-optimal for reward function R at
discount rate’y € [0, 1] when foralls € &,

max E [V”/ s, ] - E [V” s, ] <e F.
7 I~T (5 (5)) R, norm ( 7) S~T(7(5)) R, norm ( 7) ( 373)
For any fixed y € (0, 1), the traditional definition (eq. (F.368)) is equivalent to defini-

. . o o . . Y e -
tion F.291, in that traditional -optimality is equivalent to definition F.291’s i) -optimality.

Definition F.292 (¢-optimal policy set). Lete > 0. The e-optimal policy set for reward function
R atdiscountrate y € [0, 1] is

IF (R, y) = {7r € IT | 7 is e-optimal for R at 7}. (F.374)

Remark. When y € (0, 1), many reward functions may have multiple e-optimal visit distri-
butions, whereas lemma F.105 shows that continuous distributions place zero probability on
reward functions with multiple optimal visit distributions.

F.i4.1 zoPTIMAL POWER

The situation for e-optimal POWERgy,_, is quite simple.

Definition F.293 (¢-optimal policy-generating function). pol : RS x [0,1] — ITisan
e-optimal policy-generating function when VR € RS,y € [0,1] : pol (R, y) € ITF (R, y).

Proposition F.294 (¢-optimal PoWwERg,  , bound). Lere > 0 andy € [0,1]. Let pol be an
e-optimal policy-generating function. Then for all states s,

/
Powerg,, , (57) — POWER];;bmd (s7) <e (F.375)
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Proof.

|
Powerg, ., (57) - POWER};;bound (57) (F.376)
- E B Ve 7| = B | VE o (7)) F.

R~Dany [rr}f%X:WT(:,W’(J)) R, norm (J }/) I~T (7)) R, norm (J 7) ( 377)

< E F.378

= RDyy €] (F378)

=¢ (F.379)
Equation (F.377) follows from lemma F.1r and definition D.s of POWERS;I) . Equa-
tion (F.378) follows from its assumed e-optimality for all reward functions. 0

Theorem F.295 (Optimal PowER-seeking implies e-optimal POwER-seeking). Let £ > 1,
s€S,a,a €cAye[01]. If

4 /
J,NEI,d) [POWERﬂlﬂmnd ('Y 4 }/)] > k:'~7}$:,d/) [POWER@and (5 ’ }/)] 4

then there exists € > 0 such that

0l ol
E [POWERP ' ] -k E [POWERP 7 ]7
:’~T(;,d) (Dbmmd (5 ;/) J"NT(L&Z,) (Dbaund (S 7/)

where pol is any e-optimal policy-generating function.

Proof. Letd := By 7o) [POWERDg (5 7) | = R Eo~r(ar) [POWERD,4 (7).

I I
J}zN’Z]%S,ﬂ), [POWERP%)bound (Sﬂ’ 7) - kPOWERg;bound (‘;ﬂ/’ y):l (FBSO)
sp~T(sa")
=E, ~T(a) (POWER%)I (52 ¥) = POWERg,,, (S0 ;/))
s~ T(S,d/) bound
+ (POWERDbound (Jﬂ’ 7) - kPOWERDbound (Sﬂ,’ }/))
|
+ (POWER@boun o (sany) = POWERF:DObound (5275 7/)) ] (F.381)
= EJaNT(J!ﬂ)r (POWER(Dbound (’yﬂ’ 7) - kPOWF‘RKDbound (54/’ y))
sy~T(sa")
_ (POWER@bwn L wy) - POWERggiound (52 7/))
I
+ (POWER(Dboun o (52 7) = POWER};;)bDund (5275 ;/)) ] (F.382)
> ) ~7E(’m) (POWER@bOund (52 7) — kPOWERD, ., (54, 7/)) —¢+0 (F.383)
sp~T(sa")
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=J—¢ (F.384)
> 0. (F.385)

. |
Equation (F.384) follows because POoWER D, (52, 7) > POWERI%)boun . (547, 7) and because

.. 1 .
proposition F.294 bounds POWERg,_, (54 ¥) — POWEREZ;)b ; (52 7) < &because pol is an

g-optimal policy generating function. Equation (F.385) follows for any ¢ < 95 since d is positive,
we can ensure that ¢ is as well. [

F.I4.2 £-OPTIMALITY PROBABILITY

The situation for ¢-optimality probability is less simple.

Definition F.296 (¢-optimality probability). For state s, let ¥ C F(s),y € [0,1],and ¢ > 0.

Pg@my (By) = P (Hf” eF:zell (R y)) (F.386)

any

Definition F.297 (Average-optimal policies). IT*'8 (R) is the set of average reward-optimal
policies for reward function R.
Proposition F.298 (Characterizing 0-optimal policy sets). Lezy € (0, 1).

. IT* (R, ;/) =11° (R, 7/).

2 II* (R, 0) CII° (R, 0) = [I¥*Y (R).

3. IT* (R, 1) C I° (R, 1) = IT1%%¢ (R).

Proof. Ify € (0,1), II° (R, y) must be optimal at every s by definition F.291. II° (R, 0) =
[18°d¥ (R) by definition F.i4 and TI° (R, 1) = I1*8 (R) by definition F.297. IT* (R, 0) C
[1greedy (R) by lemma F.rs and IT* (R, 1) C I1*'8 (R) by the fact that Blackwell optimal policies

must be average optimal ([68]). ]
S1 —>-52
up x| 1 %
0 S0 55ink3
down 20
5| —5
1 0

Figure F.49: All policies are average-optimal, since there is only one RsD. However, only go-
ing up is Blackwell-optimal. Similarly, all policies are greedily optimal, since R(s;) = R(s]) =
1, but only going up is asymptotically greedily optimal. In this mpP, IT° (R, 0) # IT* (R, 0)
and I1° (R, 1) # IT* (R, 1) by proposition F.298.

Corollary F.299 (When y € (0, 1), 0-optimality probability coincides with optimality proba-
bility). Let F C F (s). If y € (0, 1), then Py, (By) = Pg) (£ 7).

ny any
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Proof. Wheny € (0,1),IT* (R, ) = II° (R, ) by proposition F.298. e-optimality probability
(definition F.296) then reduces to optimality probability (definition 4.9). O]

Lemma F.300 (¢-optimal policy set monotonicity). Let 0 < & < . Then I1? (R, y) C
1= (R, 7).

Proof. Suppose 7 € I1* (R, ;/). Then by definition F.292,

E [V”' 2 ] - E [V” ' ] < F.38

H}L’%XS’NT(SJZ‘/(J)) R) norm (5 }/) S’NT(I,W(_Y)) R, norm (S 7/) 21 ( 3 7)
< e (F.388)

Therefore, 7 € 1% (R, y). O

Corollary F.301 (¢-optimal policy set containment). Lete > 0. Forall R € RS, y € [0,1],
I (R,y) TI° (R, y) ST (R, y).

Proof. The first containment holds by proposition F.298. The second containment holds by
lemma F.300. [

Proposition F.302 (s-optimality probability is monotonically increasing in €). Let 5 be a state
and consider F C F(s),y € [0,1]. Let 0 < &1 < 5. Py (B 7) < P%ﬂ (Ey) <P3 (Ey)

ny any
Proof. By lemma F.300 and corollary F.3o1, IT* (R, 7/) c IIn (R, ;/) c II%~ (R, ;/). Then
Poy (F, }/) < P%my (F, 7) < P%my (F, ;/) by the monotonicity of probability. U]

As ¢ increases, more policies are -optimal for any given reward function (lemma F.300).
The following result shows that for bounded reward function distributions, “anything goes”
for sufficiently large .

Proposition F.303 (Under Dyoyund, every policy can be e-optimal (for the right £)). Let Dyyyna
be a reward function distribution which is bounded b, c]. Then for all R € supp(Diyyna) and

— c—b
y € [0, 1], TI" (R, y) = ML and for all s, non-empty F C F(s), PEDWL (By) =1
Proof. Lety € [0,1].
VR € supp(Doound):s € S Vi porm (57) < lim ——— = (F.389)
> 7*_)}/ — 7/

Its minimal normalized value is likewise at least 6. Therefore, for all z € I1, we have

EE [ L/7f’ /’ ] _ IEi [ l}r7f /’ ] I:‘
H:[%X 5’~T(_y’7[’(_y)) R, norm (5 7) J"NT(&,W(J)) R, norm (5 7/) ( 390)
< max E [c] - E [4] F 301
7' I~T(s7'(s)) s'~T(s7(s)) ( )
==t (F.392)

This holds at all states s. So every 7 is (¢ — &)-optimal, and 1% (R y) =1L
Since F is not empty, it must contain some f¥ € F. Since 3 (G2 (R, ;/) =1Lz €

R (R, 7) forall R, and so P%;b) (£ ) = 1 by definition F.296. L

ound
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Suppose that we know that action 4 is both strictly PowERr-seeking and strictly more
probable under optimality compared to another action 4’. Proposition F.294 implies that there
exists an ¢ > 0 for which 4 is e-optimal PowER-seeking compared to 4’. The following result
implies a similar result with respect to e-optimality probability.

Proposition F.304 (¢-optimality probability approaches 0-optimality probability in a contin-
uous fashion). Let F C F(s). lim,— PY, (By) = Pg) (E 7).

ny any

any

Proof. Letf(e) = PﬁDmy (£ 7). f ismonotonically increasing in e and has range [Pg) (Ey),1]

by proposition F.302. Suppose the sequence s := (¢;),5; converges to 0. Choose a monotoni-

/

cally decreasing subsequence 8" := (gj . 8" must also converge to 0. Then s} = (f (5]’))

Jel j€l

monotonically decreases and is bounded below by PODany (7). Therefore, by the monotone

convergence theorem, sj’f has non-negative limit L.

Suppose L > Poﬂm (F, ;/). This implies that all elements of s are positive. Then there exist

reward functions for which some f” € F is e-optimal for arbitrarily small £ > 0, but for which
f is not 0-optimal. This is impossible, and so L = P(‘)D (F, ;/).

any

Furthermore, since s — 0, (f (gl'))z‘zl — P(‘)Dmy (F 7) as well. Since this limit applies for any

sequence s — 0, the result follows. O

Corollary F.305 (For small ¢, e-optimality probability approximates optimality probability).
Let F C F(s). Wheny € (0,1), for any 3 > 0, there exists ¢ > 0 such that PiDm (Ey) -

P Dy (Ey) <.

Proof. By corollary F.299, when y € (0,1), Poﬂmy (Ey) = P (E 7). Therefore, when

any
7 € (0,1), proposition F.304 shows that lim,_,o P, (Ey) = Po, , (7). Proposition F.304
any an
showed that f(¢) = PfDmy (E y) is sequentially continuous at ¢ = 0; since f : R — R has
metric spaces for both its domain and its range, sequential continuity implies (topological)
continuity at ¢ = 0. Then the claim follows from the definition of continuity on metric

spaces. [

Lemma F.306 (Strict optimality probability inequalities are preserved for small enough ¢). Let
k>1s55 €8 FCFQG),F CF(),andy € (0,1). ]fP‘Da (F, ;/) > kP‘Da (F', ;/), then

ny ny

there exists ¢ > 0 such that ngDa (F, 7) >k PEﬁDa (F ’ ;/).

ny ny

Proof. Letd = P(Dmy (F, 7/) -k P@my (F ’ ;/); note that J > 0 by assumption.

Po,, (By) —kPy, (Fy) (F.393)
= (P, (E7) ~Po, (£7))
+(Po,, (E2) —#Po, (F17)

+k(P@ (F,y) - P, (FC7)) (F.394)

any any

256



=0+ (Py,, (E2) =Py, (E)) =k (25, (F.7) =Py, (F12))  (F399)
>3+0- k(B (F.7) — Py, (F)7)) (F.396)
> 0. (F397)

Equation (F.396) follows by proposition F.302. By corollary F.305,» € (0,1) and d > 0
implies that we can choose ¢ so that P, (F, 7/) - P, (F, 7/) < %; by doing so, eq. (F.397)

any any

follows. O

Conjecture F.307 (¢-optimality results hold for RsD optimality probability).

For shorthand, we define action e-optimality probability, mirroring definition 4.10’s defini-
tion of action optimality probability.

Definition F.308 (Action ¢-optimality probability). Lete > 0. Atdiscount rate y and at state
5, the e-optimality probability of action a is

P, (527) = 2 (3” el (R y):m(s) = d).

R any

Proposition F.309 (Action ¢-opt. probability is a special case of visit distribution ¢-opt. prob.).
Foranyy € [0,1] and e > 0, PfDW (say) = PfDﬂ (F(s | 7(s) = a), y).

ny

Proof. LetF, = F (s | #(s) = a). Fory € [0, 1] and any state s,

Pgi)my (sa7y) = NP (371 eIl (R y):7(s) = a) (F.398)
any
=B (37 c Eime 1 (Ry)) (F.399)
= P‘@my (Fpy). (F.400)
Equation (F.399) follows because £ € F, ift 3z € I1 : £7 = £, z(s) = a by the definition of
F (s | 7(s) = a) (definition 4.4). O

Theorem F.310 (Optimal PowERr-seeking incentives imply e-optimal PowER-seeking incen-
tives). Lets € §,a,a" € A,y € (0,1). If

5’“’%&4) [POWERDbaund (J/’ }/)] > 5’~7}$5’d/) [POWER@bﬂuﬂd (J/’ 7)]

and
’
P Dy (5 7) > PD oy (s4%7),
then there exists ¢ > 0 such that

B [rovet 6] > B froveds (7]

and
P, say) >Py  (s4.7),
where pol is any e-optimal policy-generating function.
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Proof. Theorem F.295 guarantees the existence of épower > 0 such that

J’“’%Jﬂ) I:POWERIgiound (S,’ 7):| > 5'~7]%5ﬂ’) [POWERPOI (j/’ y):l °

Lemma F.306 guarantees the existence of ep > 0 such that

P, Bay) =BG (Fs|2(s) =a)y) (E.401)
> B (PG| 7() =),) (F.402)
=P (54’ y). (F.403)

any

Equation (F.401) and eq. (F.403) follow from proposition F.309.
Choosing ¢ < min (¢épower, €p) ensures that both strict inequalities hold. Since both epoywer
and ¢p are positive, we can ensure thate > 0. O

The POowERq,,-secking theorems are only concerned with the probability of the existence
of e-optimal policies which seek POWERq, .. Supposing that an agent is only constrained to
follow some e-optimal policy, the agent may end up seeking POWERq,  , with lower probabil-
ity due to the influence of ¢.g. some tie-breaking rule for policy selection.

Conjecture F.311 (Continuous distributions have continuous e-optimality probability func-
tions). Fixinganys € §, F C F(s), ¥ € [0,1], Pcho (F, y) is continuous on ¢ € [0, 00).

nt
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Endnotes

NOTES FOR CHAPTER O

Branwen [15] writes: “old worms never vanish from the Internet, because there’s always some infected host some-
where, and how much more so for a worm which can think?”.

For more background, read Reframing Impact [95], a sequence of blog posts which philosophically motivates
my impact regularization and power-seeking research.

NOTES FOR CHAPTER 4

Dhound’s bounded support ensures that Bz, ., [V; (s ;/)] is well-defined.
Appendix D.3 relaxes the optimality assumption.

The voting analogy and the “most” descriptor imply that we have endowed each orbit with the counting measure.
However, a priori, we might expect that some orbit elements are more empirically likely to be specified than other
orbit elements. See section 4.7 for more on this point.

Proposition 4.22 also proves that in general, & has less POWER than ¢~ and . However, this does not prove
that most distributions D satisfy the joint inequality POWERD (3, ¥) < POWERD(C/, ¥) < POWERD (1, ).
This only proves that these inequalities hold pairwise for most D. The orbit elements D which agree that & has
less POWER g than € - need not be the same elements D’ which agree that ¢ - has less POWERgy than 7.

NOTES FOR CHAPTER §

. We often interpret 4 and B as probability-theoretic events, but no such structure is demanded by our results.

18.

The function’s retargetability is “simple” because we are not yet worrying about e.¢. which parameter inputs are
considered plausible: Because S acts on ©, definition 5.3 implicitly assumes @ is closed under permutation.

In Appendix E.3.2, fig. E.1 shows a map of the first level.

decidey,,q does not act randomly at each time step, it induces a randomly selected final observation. Analogously,
randomly turning a steering wheel is different from driving to a randomly chosen destination.

. Conversely, if the agent cannot figure out how to leave the first room, any reward signal from outside of the

first room can never causally affect the learned policy. In that case, retargetability away from the first room is
impossible.

NOTES FOR CHAPTER 6

Iam interested in the answers to these questions about AUP, but I doubt their importance to the empirical future
success of Al alignment. To those aiming to reduce extinction risk from A1—I encourage you to look elsewhere.
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NOTES FOR CHAPTER C

T 13. Code available at https://github.com/aseembitsg3/attainable-utility-preservation.

NOTES FOR CHAPTER D

T 14. In small deterministic MDPs, the POWER and optimality probability of the maximum-entropy reward function
distribution can be computed using https://github.com/loganriggs/Optimal-Policies-Tend-To-Seek-Power.

NOTES FOR CHAPTER E

T 15. Our results on outcome lotteries hold for generic x” € R?, but we find it conceptually helpful to consider the
non-negative unit vector case.

T 16. Technically, definition E.7 implies that 4 contains 7 copies of 4 holds for all 7, via # applications of the identity
permutation. For our purposes, this provides greater generality, as all of the relevant results still hold. Enforcing
pairwise disjointness of the B; would handle these issues, but would narrow our results to not apply e.g. when
the B; share a constant vector.

NOTES FOR CHAPTER F

Tr7. V;)b . (5 7) can sometimes be computed analytically. The POwER and optimality probability in small deter-
ministic MDPs can be computed using Mathematica code at https://github.com/loganriggs/Optimal-Policies-
Tend-To-Seek-Power.
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